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Montana Department of 

ENVIRoNMENTAL QuAI,JTY Judy Martz, Governor 

P.O. Box 200901 • Helena, MT 59620-0901 • (406) 444-2544 • Webs.ite! www.deq.state.mt.us 

August 27, 2004 

Catherine Collins 
USEP A - Region 8 
999 18th Street 
Suite 300 
Denver, CO 80202-2466 

Dear Catherine: 

The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (Department) has completed its initial 
review of the most recent draft of the New Source Review Program Review completed by EPA 
Region vm. The Department very much appreciates the opportunity to review the report prior 
to EPA finalizing it. Because we were unable to work with the electronic version of the 
document, the Department has written its comments on the attached hard copy of the report. 
While it would be too cumbersome to discuss the Department's specific comments in this letter, 
the Department does want to draw EPA Region VIIT's attention to general aspects of the report 
that the Department finds troublesome. 

The Department does not understand why this report appears to be drastically different than the 
two revious versions the Department has reviewed. The report now has language added that 
doesn't seem appropnate or necessary to a . an includes information that was not covered as 
part of the program review. These additions also make the report very difficult to read because 
the report doesn't flow properly. The Department suggests that EPA Region VIII prepare the 
report in a manner that more clearly states EPA Region VIII' s findings from the program review 
and leave out those additions that are not related to the review that was conducted last year_ The 
Department also requests that EPA Region VIII clearly identify the authority being cited for the 
statements made in the report when appropriate to do so. 

The Department would welcome the opportunity to further discuss our specific con:unents or any 
other portion of the report if EPA Region vm wishes. If you have any questions or require 
additional information, please contact me at (406) 444-0286 or Dan Walsh at (406) 444--0285 . 

. p 
Air Pennitting Supervisor 
Air Resources Management Bureau 

Ccnrrnliztd Strvicts Division • Enforct')lenr Division • Pcrmitrin~ & Compli•oct Divi~ion • Pl::i.nnini:, Prevention & Assist~ncc Oivj$ion • ~mediarion l'.>iv1slo1> 
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August 27, 2004 

Catherine Collins 
USEP A - Region 8 
999 18th Street 
Suite 300 
Denver, CO 80202-2466 

Dear Catherine: 

The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (Department) has completed its initial 
review of the most recent draft of the New Source Review Program Review completed by EPA 
Region VIII. The Department very much appreciates the opportunity to review the report prior 
to EPA finalizing it. Because we were unable to work with the electronic version of the 
document, the Department has written its comments on the attached hard copy of the report. 
While it would be too cumbersome to discuss the Department's specific comments in this letter, 
the Department does want to draw EPA Region VIII' s attention to general aspects of the report 
that the Department finds troublesome. · 

The Department does not understand why this report appears to be drastically different than the 
two previous versions the Department has reviewed. The report now has language added that 
doesn't seem appropriate or necessary to add, and includes information that was not covered as 
part of the program review. These additions also make the report very difficult to read because 
the report doesn't flow properly. The Department suggests that EPA Region VIII prepare the 
report in a manner that more clearly states EPA Region VIII' s findings from the program review 
and leave out those additions that are not related to the review that was conducted last year. The 
Department also requests that EPA Region VIII clearly identify the authority being cited for the 
statements made in the report when appropriate to do so. 

The Department would welcome the opportunity to further discuss our specific comments or any 
other portion of the report if EPA Region VIII wishes. If you have any questions or require 
additional information, please contact me at (406) 444-0286 or Dan Walsh at (406) 444-0285. 

p 
Air Permitting Supervisor 
Air Resources Management Bureau 

Centralized Services Division • Enforcement Division • Permitting & Compliance Division • Planning, Prevention & Assista nce Division • Remediation Division 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR NSR PROGRAM EVALUATION 
MONTANA 

eviewed all of the ~AGT'~alyses in all 9 preconstruction permits issued or drafted 
since 1999. Tll'efollo~g tabl~ shows the files reviewed. 

~ - I, ',> • ""· • 

New Source Review Permit Reviews 

Permit Number/Date Issued 

(Graymont Western l}~S., Inc. 1554 I 11-01-00 

Pluni':Creek M~ufacturing - Evergreen 2602 I 8- l 0-02 

~griTechno!ogy Montana LLC 2835 I 11-06-01 

Rocky Mountain Power 3185 I 6-11-02 

1 



- · 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR NSR PROGRAM EVALUATION 
MONTANA 

reviewed-all of the BACT.analyses in all 9 preconstruction permits issued or drafted 
since 1999. Tlie.following tabl~ shows th~ files reviewed. 

New Source Review Permit Reviews • 

Company Name Permit Number/Date Issued 

1554 I 11-01-00 
j• 

Plurri"Creek Mam'.Ifacturing - Evergreen 2602 I 8-10-02 
•.. 

~griTechnology Montana LLC 2835 I 11-06-01 

Rocky Mountain Power 3185 I 6-11-02 

1 
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1. :-·· #_.: -~ 
'.·.,- New Sourc~ Review Permit Review;-:,.·· 

Plum Creek Manufacturing - Columbia Falls 2667 I 12-23-99 (2 actions) 

Louisiana-Pacific Corp. - Missoula 2303 I 8-24-00 

Roundup Power Project 3182 /Date ofDecision 1-31-03 

Continental Energy Services 3165 I 6-7-02 

Executive Summary Findings from the NSR Prog~am Revi/J f, 

A. 

1. 

'.'"' 4. Permits i:_f11?EQ's permits are well ':rit~en, clear yjndicating what is ap~~oved 
./ ~t j.,~, ~'~-(!for co'.}.s!)i1ct10n. Ge~erall~, the permits mclude ad uate · rms and cond1_t10_ns to 
~ '.''cP17, A 11 ens~ e}liat BACT will be mstalled and operated an me ude ~s1on 

¥Jif1~)( limits~n order to ensure that NAAQS and PSD increments will be protecte~. 

J J(~Jt;~~ a: Ho{,~ver, MDEQ n~eds ~-o ens~e !hat the short_-term limits established in the 
~ r'-l~"'perm1ts have averagmg times w1thm the same time frames as the NAAQS and 

increments. The permits include equa requirements for testing, monitorin 
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B. 

1. 
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~"" -Jf, · 3. 
l,o( l ~ 

\ 1t..r r} \{' yl I 

k 
. ~~ 

rec?rd keeping ~d report!ng. _More detailed comments on the BACT anal~~!~ ~ <1 

review are provided later lil this report. J11f" ','\.if'!\ ~u Joo. 
f ~(,J'oi:t'('~ 

Public Involvement - Montana has changed the rules to allow for ~ public °'4 

notice which is now at least as stringent as what is required by EPA. MDEQ does 
a very good job in providing an opportunity for public involvement. Public 
notices are well written and widely distributed, including being posted on the 
MDEQ web site. MDEQ does a good job in preparing written responses to 

"".:...-1.:' 
comments. 

.Y~}) . 
\ ,qf JZ '1i' ~""·- .. "" • ' ' I • _ ,I" 1 

1rv 4. ~ hanges • ..in NSR, progrrum-In order to keep up with the current changes and court 
;ff';rl\ tr _ . c~es th~~\ni,eht affe.ft 1s ~rogram, MDEQ should monitor the Technology 

I{!':~ .# T-rans~r'Networ:: (T'FN) on a regular basis. Currently, MDEQ reviews the TTN 
i,-7 t},I ,#' as neede~: sue~ -~ reviewi~g-the T~N on a quarterly or semi-annual basis to keep 

1 
-· current w.1th n.at10nal perm1ttmg actions. .1() 

rV · ~\tl9~ 
The following f ; grammatic areas were identifiect/as areas where the MDEQ needs 
further assistahce from EPA: 

'\ ~'·0~jcfease Staff Knowledge- EPA provided the following guidance documents for 
~ DEQ to review: 

May 23, 2000 Henry Nickelletter regarding Detroit Edison (WEPCO), 

3 



Ne-w Sorirc~ Revie~ Permit Reviews:~.:~\~:, .. --:~~ - "" .;; 
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Plum Creek Manufacturing - Columbia Falls 2667 I 12-23-99 (2 actions) 

Louisiana-Pacific Corp. - Missoula 2303 I 8-24-00 

Roundup Power Project 3182 I Date of Decision 1-31-03 

Continental Energy Services 3165 I 6-7-02 

A. 

1. 

f 4. Permits f 1YIDEQ's permits are well written, clear :yjndicating what is approved _'.' \/ j}f( ~o"f. for co1}stpiction. Ge~erall~, the permits include ad uate rms and condi_tio_ns to 
:':j-Vt

1
AJ1 ensure that BACT will be mstalled and operated an me ude ciequate m1ss10n 

~J'f1-~~ lirmfs"in order to ensure that NAAQS and PSD increments will tie protecte . 

j ~ \~~{t~f:~,'Ho, ~ver, MDEQ n~eds ~o ensu~e :hat the short_-term limits established in the 
rfur'----l~ ~ erm1ts have averaging times w1thm the same time frames as the NAAQS and 

i increments. The permits include equa requirements for testing, monitorin , 

A 
o/;-~91 

2 

s.i! 
~V\ 



rec?rd keeping ~nd report~ng. _More detailed comments on the BACT analy~!~ .;,.tt,., ii 

review are provided later m th1s report. .>i/('', r;\ . if'!\ ~)l~). 
f~~Y<P"'V.~ 

5. Public Involvement-Montana has changed the rules to allow for~ public 6--
4 

notice which is now at least as stringent as what is required by EPA. MDEQ does 
a very good job in providing an opportunity for public involvement. Public 
notices are well written and widely distributed, including being posted on the 
MDEQ web site. MDEQ does a good job in preparing written respop.ses to 

~-t~ 
comments. · 

'ilf) 

B. The following programmatic areas were identified 
can be made: 

1. 

1~·j1J 
; G o"' 

\
.'-iv J,._ l 
\ l ~ f, 

\"" 1- J 3. (,a( ' \" 
\ (~ o.' \[' \v I 
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~ hange s~ ~SR~;i ~~) In order to keep up with th~ current changes and court 
,c~es that rmght affect its program, MDEQ should momtor the Technology 
. ,' ,. ' "·"'\: "'· • . If' • • 
:r-rans{.er ,Network (Tm) on a regular basis. Currently, MDEQ reviews the TTN 
as neede~: ·such 'as.reviewing the TTN on a quarterly or semi-annual basis to keep 
current w.i __ th natiorial permitting actions. , 1() 

J/Y ~~9~ 
The following p'jogrammatic areas were identified{as areas where the MDEQ needs 

· further assistatlce from EPA: 

l 

·~ ·crease Staff Knowledge - EPA provided the following guidance documents for 
EQ to review: 

May 23 , 2000 Henry Nickel letter regarding Detroit Edison (WEPCO), 
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2. 

3. 

Trainin\S ,MD~Q>would like EPA to continue to support NSR training. The state 
has had signjficant staff turnover and NSR training would help educate the staff 
and keep}~x~ ti~g staff knowledgeable ofNSR program implementation issues. 
Additi~ ally, MDEQ would like training to cover the issues of specific interest to 
Montana'such as increment, AQRVs, permitting terms and definitions, and 

· .. -~:~~l~~;_.l; 
· ·~ ermit Comments - MDEQ would like EPA to provide a written response to 

every permit, including those permits with no comments. 

4 
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7. Increment Guidance- MDEQ would like EPA guidance on increments. 

8. Single Source Stationary Source Determinations - MDEQ is aware that Coal Bed 
Methane projects may require single source determinations be made and may need 
information from EPA to assist in making these determinations. 

9. Public Outreach on BACT Evaluations - MDEQ said EPA could assist the state 
by providing citizens training explaining BACT to the public. 

Executive Summary BACT Review/EPA Findings 

1. 

2. 

explain: 

(.\;~ir,:~f-:li."' .. , 

Langu~ e:k ''.the]>SD permit "equivalent technology" needs to be specified as a 
specific ; 1J~V1~ i/e t~chnology or removed in order to allow f~r the public to 
commentl The permit needs to be clear about what technologies are to be 
emplo~ rather than leaving the permit with language that gives broad discretion 
to sel.ect an equivalent technology which has not gone through public comment or 

~ry 
;(,ii h ~ 
µ~f""'J 
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-51J /~)6 ~ 
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2. 

3. 

June 13, 1989 guidance on Limiting Potential to Emit in New Source 
Permitting, 
September 22, 1987 guidance on Implementation of North County 
Resource Recovery PSD Remand, 
November 12, 1997 guidance on Crediting of Maximum Achievable 
Control Technology (MACT) Emissions Reductions ofNSR Netting and 
Off sets, and 
Federal Register (FR) Notice on Fugitive Emissions Data. 
doc~ents except the Feder~l Re~ster Notice onl~git1 ~}~miss1on_s _was 
provided to MDEQ. EPA will mail a copy ofth,e~FE.~otlce on Fugitive 

~ ....... !;_~ ·--r. -<'{ _;;' 
Emissions. 

Training f MJ)E~ would like EPA to continue to support NSR training. The state 
has had Jigrijficant staff turnover and NSR training would help educate the staff 
and keep/ ejdstirig staff knowledgeable ofNSR program implementation issues. 
Additi<J!a1ly, MDEQ would like training to cover the issues of specific interest to 
Montan/ such as increment, AQRVs, permitting terms and definitions, and 

-- ' . . . _·\. .. ;;);) 
· 1,,,~ermit Comments - MDEQ would like EPA to provide a written response to 

every permit, including those permits with no comments. 

4 
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7. Increment Guidance - MDEQ would like EPA guidance on increments. 

8. Single Source Stationary Source Determinations - MDEQ is aware that Coal Bed 
Methane projects may require single source determinations be made and may need 
information from EPA to assist in making these determinations. 

9. Public Outreach on BACT Evaluations - MDEQ said EPA could assist the state 
by providing citizens training explaining BACT to the public. 

Executive Summary BACT Review/EPA Findings 

1. 

2. 

explain: 

tlie averaging time and~wl{y it is appropriate to protect the National 

s,tf:'.•?:, AmSie!J.1 ~ ~~ul2_ity St~ndards (NAAQS) and increment, 
_'! · • ", • ,, the selection ofappropnate test methods, and 

. , .. :{~ ih?:s,£ope df'\.ili~'.§efu-ch ofBACT determinations must be national in scope, 

~ r.t~Jt~ , 
Language in:the .PSD permit "equivalent technology' ' needs to be specified as a 
specific l 1ternati:fe technology or removed in order to allow for the public to 

t ·~ ~ . . 
commenezThe permit needs to be clear about what technologies are to be 
employ/ci rather than leaving the permit with language that gives broad discretion 
to sete?f an equivalent technology which has not gone through public comment or 

~:Js . 2 ·ry 
;fit /,o ~ 
t.t~P,p,J 

~~t~J 
'51~ /~ )s l 

tH·vtr'/ ii ~ /114 

4111> f}tf'T 
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PURPOSE OF THE PROGRAM REVIEW 

Many governmental and non-governmental entities are responsible for ensuring 
environmental protection throughout the nation. The majority of the environmental programs are 
carried out through the shared responsibility of EPA an its non-Federal partners. 

In Region 8, EPA has approved into the Montana State Implementation Plan (SIP) the 
rules allowing the state to implement and issue NSR construction permits. EPA maintains the 
responsibility for overseeing SIP approved programs, monitoring progres~ towar~ eting 
national environmental goals, and ensuring the Federal regul~tions an14~ c1e':n Air Act are 
implemented. 

During~thi~ NS.If'program "'review, EPA performed an evaluation of the NSR construction 
permitting{i(rd'giam, liich hlcludest hf PSD construction permitting program. The scope of the 
program1 ~ ew focused onthe);:erall NSR program and the application of the BACT to the 
const1~i'tion permits isshed over" the past 5 years. All source permits issued in the past 5 years 
we.4Jeviewed t~ identiftl~{s for in~.p~ovement and consistency of permitting prnctices. The 

_ijQ has a solid co115~ct10n permittmg program. 

_ ~ff~'i"!,-pi.~~e extremely well o:ganized, labeled well and_very c~mprehensive. All the 
constnictJ.on permits and approvals reviewed by EPA had a techmcal review document 
e\ plai:ning the.p ermit history and the MDEQ decision making process. 
~ 

6 
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. As was evident from our interview nd file review, the MDEQ staff is knowledgeable 
about the air permitting program and e ral make sound decisions. MDEQ stated that its goal 
is to protect the public health and env1 ent. 

This review was initiated by EPA sending an advanced copy of a list of questions for 
MDEQ to provide responses. MDEQ cooperatively participated in the program review process. 
The program review and file review questionnaires had two fundamental purposes: (1) to collect 
and organize the information regarding the construction permitting program; and (2·) ... to ensure 
consistency among the states when conducting the program reviews. ~· · 

. The EPA State ~ermitting contact for the program zv\ew coo~ i~~~:-~ th !he MDEQ 
pnmary contact person m May 2003, to sel~ct a mutuall~.¥1°K,~1e daj.,~~fo~£i~R ew. The /1.,. 

week of June 23, 2~03 was selected as the tlm~ of the 01~-~B'1te v1s1t ~~P~ s~ ~ :,,'t[~\ 23 ~~ugh 
27, 2003, EPA Region 8 performed an evaluation of th{ air NSR penmttmg pr-0grwn*-.'In·e~ly 11' ' -/ ,. ~ ' . . !t:.i'i~,- .. , 
June 2003 , EPA provided a copy of the NSR program r~v_~~'y., '-ll}estionnaire to MDEQ ~9':i fill· out 
prior to the on-site visit. MDEQ provided draft respon~e~_t9Jhe' questionnaire pri6rfo'the on-site . 
visit and within the time agreed upon. The intent of the NSRi)ierwi!ting program review was to 
identify any major program deficiencies, to identify c~ilieri(lab!e pj:-~ tifes, and to make 
recommendations on how to improve the programs.~ '-t(" 

"The EPA staff began the on-site review by discussing the schedule for the week, 
identifying the process of the review, and allowing the MDEQ the opportunity to ask preliminary 
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PURPOSE OF THE PROGRAM REVIEW 

Many governmental and non-governmental entities are responsible for ensuring 
environmental protection throughout the nation. The majority of the environmental programs are 
carried out through the shared responsibility of EPA an its non-Federal partners. 

In Region 8, EPA has approved into the Montana State Implementation Plan (SIP) the 
rules allowing the state to implement and issue NSR construction permits. EPA maintains the 
responsibility for overseeing SIP approved programs, monitoring progress tow#eeting 
national environmental goals, and ensuring the Federal regul~ ions an2{1}c1e1n Air Act are 
implemented. · 

Duri~<t~s JiS!i.) ,r~ am '\evi~w: EPA performed an evaluation of the NSR construction 
permitting,-P.rogram~cli includes t he PSD construction permitting program. The scope of the 
program1&iew focused"'on'"tpe'oy.erall NSR program and the application of the BACT to the 

/ r.. . . ' ed ' h 5 All . . d . h 5 construct10n permits issu . ov_er t e past years. source permits issue m t e past years 
w5.lefeviewed to identify/ai'e!s for improvement and consistency of permitting practices. The 
MDEQ has a solid co~guction permitting program. 

,~1.~ 
r-~1'·~."" 

1

.~:l:! .'~T~~~~e extremely well o:ganized, labeled well and_ very c~mprehensive. All the 
construction petnuts and approvals reviewed by EPA had a techmcal review document 
el-p.e.JheJjermit history and the MDEQ decision making process. 

6 



As was evident from our intervi.e~d file review, the MDEQ staff is knowledgeable 
about the air permitting program and (~allp make sound decisions. MDEQ stated that its goal 
is to protect the public health and env1 

This review was initiated by EPA sending an advanced copy of a list of questions for 
MDEQ to provide responses. MDEQ cooperatively participated in the program review process. 
The program review and file review questionnaires had two fundamental purposes: (1) to collect 
and organize the information regarding the construction permitting program; and (.?\.to ensure 
consistency among the states when conducting the program reviews. ,;;;-· 

. The EPA State ~ermitting contact for the program r7):'it?w coo~~~i~.d ,..t th :he MDEQ 
pnmary contact person m May 2003, to sel~ct a mutuanff~ J.~le da>f fo~-:$ .~.f.~y1ew. The 

1
1') 

week of June 23, 2~03 was selected as the tim~ of the op;f1te v1s1t b(:f P~ s~f9t Z~.f 23 ~~gh 
27, 2003, EPA Reg10~ 8 performed an evaluation of thf,.aK NSR_ 13frrmtti_ng prw~t ~ ie~ly 
June 2003, EPA provided a copy of the NSR program rf y1~vt8~st10nnaire to ~Q.t9Aill-out 
prior to the on-site visit. MDEQ provided draft responses t9Jhe"'questionnaire prior fo'the on-site . ... ,. ' ., .,. "' 
visit and within the time agreed upon. The intent of the NS~ perv.;ntting program review was to 
identify any major program deficiencies, to identify cozy.%'enaa_blep.r~tjfes, and to make 
recommendations on how to improve the programs~ 'J,.:':}f;? 

It took MDEQ approximately 20 hour( gft!:~:fui~Q fill o~ he questionnaire. The 
questionnaire consisted of questions on geJrai' pro~am inforrll.ati_0n•and specific areas such as: 
Netting; Routine Maintenance, Repair #'R.eplaclm'ent;'Synili,:ftic''Minor Limits; Pollution 
Control Project Exemptions;· Fugiti}~·~rhissiol}~lf odelinJ;,-stfilionary Source Determinations; 
D~bottlenec~ing and Increas~d U~~~~ nn; R: l; ~ation o.Y¥~its taken to_ avo~d Major NSR; 
Circumvent1?n and Aggregat10n; ~sues_; ~r14,n,tion of $!~1ficant De~enora!1?~; _BACT; Class I 
Area Protec~ n for P_SD _S~~1sf Add1tiopal-~1>,_f1,ct_}(So1ls, Vegetation, Vis1~1hty and Growth); 
Preconstruction Momtonng; I:i:icrement Traclcing; P.rogram Benefits; Non-Attamment NSR; NSR 
Offsets;;,:CAER'Determihations;:.' i1temativ}--Analysis; Compliance of Other Major Sources; 
Minor NSR Prograbis, Inci"ement Pr~ tection; Control Requirements; Tracking Synthetic Minor 
NSR Permi~;.J>ublic Participition and Notification; Environmental Justice; Program Staffing 

~ - _,,,, •-, , .•. ·- .,, 
an aining; General Program,-Issue · tive Construction Permits. This 
questionn.11re;,,as"us~~~ '}h,1 ·,b: · ~ of 1sc szy}Ji5}W1 g the on-site visit. During the on-site 
visit, E~" :.re1ected all constfucti'on p ·ts 1 suea 1 e past 5 years for a BACT analysis 

; .. 1, '· .'I', ,ii 
revie~: The permit revifw, was•cond cte sure the construction permitting program was 
functioning properly. ThJ EPA review team evaluated 8 source files containing 9 permits. The 
if.~jects reviewed wer~{ ~rmitted between 1999 and 2003. These permits represented all of 
p~0jetts approved durfu~ the program review time frame. EPA's goal was to provide MDEQ 
~th t~e final r9JO.t}within 90 days of the completion of the on-site review and finalization of the 
e~pOI).~e~ questionnaire by MDEQ. 

The EPA staff began the on-site review by discussing the schedule for the week, 
identifying the process of the review, and allowing the MDEQ the opportunity to ask prel1minary 
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1! 
questions about the review process. Those in attendance were: Mike Sewell, E A-OAQPS; 
Catherine Collins and Christopher Ajayi, EPA-Region 8; from MDEQ staff: ave Klemp, Air 
Pe~itting Section ~upervisor~ ~ickie Walsh, C~mpliance Sectiop-·Supe" · sor; Dan :Walsh, . 
Environmental Engmeer Specialist, Preconstruction Lead Worker\Angel Haller, Air Modelmg; 
Debbie Skibicki, Environmental Engineer Specialist, Title 5 Lead Worlcer; and Julie Merkel, Air 
Quality Specialist. 

EPA staff were on-site for five days (two half days and 3 full days). The ezjS,conference 
consisted of the EPA staff providing verbal preliminary findings and results. MDEQ responded l,,, ~ ..r 
with its comments and made closing remarks. 

The EPA staff received the full cooperation and c1$isT:fnce or'°th~, MDEQ'.:staff throughout' 
the on-site visit. Supervisors and individual staff memb~W~ade the~~ ~\ ayai}~Je, as 
nec_essary, to ans:"~r questions ~r to otherwise assist th{~{A st~£~ 1:- ful~~PPti~ e:cI~tnis 
assistan~e and sp~nt of cooperation. _At both ~he entrru/cfl~'t'~f t meetmgs, MD~~ ff 
emphasized that its goal was to provide the highest lev~ f en~rr,onmental protection and 
carefully balance all the issues under consideration in impJeiri¥.i!in) "this goal. MDEQ was open 
to.reviewing the re~omme~dati~ns EPA ~ight ~ave a~ ~t ~sclt~ fthe ~ Q~am review. EPA has 
raised a number of issues (1.e. d1rector' s discretion, mo,delmg, Bi\.G-1'iand mcrement 
cons~mption) over the pas_t few years during t~t~~~~~ew ofin.ditictufi construction 
permits. The program review was a good <jpn-1~,tO-Nie 
addressed overall. ' i.,,1>' 

ON-SITE VISIT MEETING 

re4.5 °/'o "> 

.P/ 
{oNe r 11 . 

~ 

MDEQ"'.9RGANIZAT!ON-AND STAFFING @ 
t:'N .f' R.esour{f') 

The MDEQ constr,uction permit program is located in the Air tmd \Vaste Management 
I}fire1m, in the Air Pem4.tting Section. The Air Permitting Section works closely with the Air 
f om~liance Sectio" d Technical Support Section. The Air Permitting Section is generally 
~espo~ ible for cons~ ction and operating permitting programs. The construction and operating 
k~nmtt~ ails each have its own lead worker. 

·'··r~ ~:P 
.;..,__. -:6E c s a staff of seven ermit writers, two project leads, and one program 

here is one position currently vacant, that will not be fille u getary 7 

8 
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(O fr Jl-ra._ ,'--c ;;- /M_ 

here has been a high turnover of staff in the past five yearJ.° There are positions in 
- nn1ton odeling and Compliance and Enforcement that support or review the construction 

permit . The permitting and compliance staff share information about sources. The permit staff 
has a working knowledge of the complex nature of construction permit requirements. MDEQ 
has staff members that are developing experience and knowledge in the air permitting program. 
MDEQ was very helpful during NSR program review. 

TRAINING So~ .. · .Af 
(~::~tf the permit engineers are new and have required on the1~ 'traini~g. The permit 

staff h'\5 received adequate training. The MDEQ employees participat~;in training based on 
availabillty. Addition~lly, th~ ~ermitting staff participa~~(fitfaining 3iJ~~}0~ eetings, peiy,iJr 
workshops and on the Job trammg. MDEQ would find f~helpful to have trairun~_pt ¥..eas sia:~91fic 
to Montana issues, such as training on increment issue( l\ b 7 

~.,?:: ·· 

0/ efa)l,. MDEQ i_mp,ie~ ~! ts a solJ ~~~~n permitting progr~d has adequate 
resources 'avaihilile. Thf ._permits that are i}sued~ e of a very good quality. ~EQ maintains an 
excellentp~nn}!tin) ,r eb site~ As w'as ... evident from our meetings and file review, the staff is 
knowledgea~le:·about th~ air peimitting) rogram. During the program review, EPA found both 

~ - .• · , :°'I, , 
program strengths and areas for improvement. It appears MDEQ' s construction permitting 
program i;,,vfoceedin~ µi th~_ri_ght direction and EPA is encouraged by MDEQ's program. The 
Montan0 SR program has evolved and improved in the past 5 years. The significant findings of 
the ~e1 ew can be f~un~v ~\~e,,Executive S~ary. T~e comments hav_e been arranged into_3 
grouµ,s : areas of maJor improvement for the review penod, areas where improvements can still be 
n:r{ctJ, and areas where;.§PA can assist the state to strengthen its program. 

onsfruction Perm.if Activity (1999 to 2003) 
. ~ -

,;;;~-~ iHi ,,,· '~~ 

-~· ~ E-Cf"issued the following NSR construction permits from 1999 to 2003: Graymont 
Western U.S. , Inc.; Plum Creek Manufacturing - Evergreen; AgriTechnology Montana LLC; 
Rocky Mountain Power; Plum Creek Manufacturing - Columbia Falls; Louisiana-Pacific Corp . ...,. 
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ct! 
questions about the review process. Those in attendance were: Mike Sewell, E J\.-OAQPS; 
Catherine Collins and Christopher Ajayi, EPA-Region 8; from MDEQ staff: ave Klemp, Air 
Permitting Section Supervisor; Vickie Walsh, Compliance Sectiop Supe · · sor; Dan Walsh, 
Environmental Engineer Specialist, Preconstruction Lead Worker\ ,Angel Haller, Air Modeling; 

'-
Debbie Skibicki, Environmental Engineer Specialist, Title 5 Lead Wor er; and Julie Merkel, Air 
Quality Specialist. 

EPA staff were on-site for five days (two half days and 3 full days). The e:~J.~conference 
consisted of the EPA staff providing verbal preliminary findings and results. ME5EQ responded 

.! ,. II. ~- J 

with its comments and made closing remarks. 

ON-SITE VISIT MEETING 

MDEO/ORGANIZATION'AND STAFFING , - . : : '., ·y ~..esour(f') 

The MDEQ con/~tion permit program is located in the Air itnd 'vVaste Management 
~u~elu, in the Air Pe~ tting Section. The Air Permitting Section works closely with the Air 
fomhliance Sectio;},and Technical Support Section. The Air Permitting Section is generally 
respo~~ble for coJ1.StrG.ction and operating permitting programs. The construction and operating 
k~rrmttin~arls each have its own lead worker. 

DE c s a staff of seven ermit writers, two project leads, and one program 
here is one position currently vacant, that will not be filled ue to u getary 7 
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r· on. s 1-, a.. ,.~ ,{ / M. 

~ here _has been a hig~ turnover of staff in the past five yearf 1:here are position~ in 
Mortifon odelmg and Compliance and Enforcement that support or review the construct10n 
permit . The permitting and compliance staff share information about sources. The permit staff 
has a working knowledge of the complex nature of construction permit requirements. MDEQ 
has staff members that are developing experience and knowledge in the air permitting program. 
MDEQ was very helpful during NSR program review. 

o;,erap, MDEQ im!'Iein'.1,is a soli& do~ n permitting progr~d has adequate 
resources) va.ilable. Thf .penpits that are i~sued"~ e of a very good quality. 'i1DEQ maintains an 
excellentp~;;nt:ttin)~eb site, As .ias, _.~ ident from our meetings and file review, the staff is 
knowledgea51e about the air permitting program. During the program review, EPA found both 
program strengihs and areas for ifuproverrient. It appears MDEQ's construction permitting 
program iJ .-pfuce~ding.in tl;~-right dirlction and EPA is encouraged by MDEQ's program. The 
Montana'NSR progran"i'has evolved and improved in the past 5 years. The significant findings of 
the re~/w can be found\in~ e Executive Summary. The comments have been arranged into 3 
grotips: areas of major imp rovement for the review period, areas where improvements can still be 
efadl, and areas whereJkP A can assist the state to strengthen its program. 

Const~u~ ion Ji.er@f Activity (1999 to 2003) 
. ':r! 

;.,:.;MDE<;f issued the following NSR construction permits from 1999 to 2003 : Graymont .............. ;,,' 
Western U.S ., Inc.; Plum Creek Manufacturing- Evergreen; AgriTechnology Montana LLC; 
Rocky Mountain Power; Plum Creek Manufacturing - Columbia Falls; Louisiana-Pacific Corp. -
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Missoula; Roundup Power Project; Continental Energy Services. MDEQ issued a total of9 
construction permits for both new sources and modifications to existing sources. A summary of 
the permitting actions are as follows : 

3 new major sources 
6 major modifications to existing major sources 

MDEQ issued 200 non-major permits, three PSD permits, and no nonattai 
permits in 2002. There was one nonattainment NSR permit issued in 1 j?i · E0qexperience 
wi~h _other s~ate permitting programs is that major source peITits, and;>~j~tip{action_s a~ 
existmg maJor sources, are a small percentage of the total number of construction permits issued 
each year. New minor sources and modifications to ~~~f~i~t~ dominate t 
universe of permitting actions. ~ 4# 

1 

&PA 
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PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS COMMON TO BOTH PREVENTION OF 
SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION (PSD) AND NONATTAINMENT NEW SOURCE 
REVIEW (NSR) 

Netting 

Netting, as approved in the Montana NSR SIP, determines whether modifications at 
major stationary sources are subject to major NSR. MDEQ' s contemporaneous loo~;-back of 

/r!·"'"' period five years, is exactly the same as the Federal PSD regulations [ 40•CFR 52.21]. For 
determining the baseline from which emission reductions are calculatec(~EQ-';equires the 
applicant to submit the actual emissions from the units aloni:.wJth any:.a~p.µf!~le permit limits. 
MDE~ only al_lows reduc~ions from a_ctual emissions._ ~~p-licant c~~e~l~f emission /: 
reduction credit for reducmg any port10n of actual em1ss10ns that resulvbecaus~:th~ source was' · · t. ~1 .67 "- -·.,:: , ;, .. J 

operatmg out of compliance. · -

,EPA's opinion is that the concept o 

new so~rce an~ tor_a_ rec?nstructed sbYret( P.i,-;~ha~g~ ·~;P-~§~ ns ar;fo't ~onsiderea to . 
dete~rrun_e_ apphcabiht~ (i:e. the PTE oft1}:~i xistm~ ro~ 2s .~r'pfo_duction i_s used to dete~me 
apphcabihty) .. _The ex1stmg process or/.tpit does 1.9_f have;~hif{ where 1t ~an- apply nettmg. 
(See the defimt10n of "reconstruct ~ or sourc7at 40 CFjy6Y41 ). Any emissions decreases 
claimed as part of a proposed modifil aJ<1on re~ ired for au :itationary, source-wide, creditable and · 
contempo:ane?~s emissio_ns i?c{ , fs" and 1(R~tases ~i~l ?ollutant are included in the_ m~jor 
NSR apphc~ ihty determi~at-lon} MDEQ l equrre~~tli~ apphcant to demonstrate any emission 
reductionsJfav.e not beel}.-relied·~pon for otherpug,oses when conducting a netting analysis to 
avoid "dfuble c~unting'\of emissions. MDE-Q. tracks the emission reductions by identifying the 
emissioi{reduction"s in th~ ermit anl lxsis section of the technical support document. MDEQ has 
a process to t rack pr:ojects thaCuse credrls~to net out of major NSR. Netting issues do not occur 

' '", "' "It ,.,.- ' ~ 
very frequently4 m Montana (approxµ:nate1y one netting action per year). 

~-·\. - - .,., ,:. "'~ ~-,· 
~ .. ,~/\"r'i.': r 

IDEQ require~ emissions reductions, such as reductions from unit shutdowns, that are .,. 
~nfoJ ceable to be credit; bl~/ ~r rietting purpos~s. MDEQ _has not, t~ its recollection (specifically J ,J 
m the-last 5 years), had pubhc concerns regardmg the nettmg analysis and the procedures used/' 5 ~ 

fo~ a/iy issued permits th.i t avoided major NSR. EPA identified its concerns during the ------~ 
iliciividual permit revle-ts. Interpollutant trading is not allowed when doing a netting analysis, '-/ ~ / 
e.g., ~ source usin{NOx or PM credits for netting out of Volatile Organic Chemical (VOC) /J&l, · · L 

~ ~ Q's process to verify that a source ' s netting emissions reductions is to include !5111 ~ 
·+ e~ nS.J~ductions that may have been "banked," and have not al:eady been used by th~ . th--- fr,i,~, f_ 

~ Je: ~ource: or another sour~e. MDEQ_ does no~ have an approved b~mg_ program. The em1ss10n G,t..,. ~.v ~~ 
~ - reductions are tracked m the permit analysis and should any mod1ficat1on or new construction be '" ~-S tf' /, l:1 
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Missoula; Roundup Power Project; Continental Energy Services. MDEQ issued a total of 9 
construction permits for both new sources and modifications to existing sources. A summary of 
the pennitting actions are as follows : 

3 new major sources 
6 major modifications to existing major sources 

MDEQ issued 200 non-major permits, three PSD permits, and no nonattaim;nent NSR 
permits in 2002. There was one nonattainment NSR permit issued in 1 J~l E~rexperience 
with other state permitting programs is that major source pe~ its, and)'_e1;,11J,tt!pg actions at 
existing major sources, are a small percentage of the total number of cons~ction permits issued 
each year. New minor sources and modifications~o exis ·"":·' •• o~:i!'M';to dominate 111 
universe of permitting actions. ' ~ Ir 
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PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS COMMON TO BOTH PREVENTION OF 
SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION (PSD) AND NONATTAINMENT NEW SOURCE 
REVIEW (NSR) 

Netting 

Netting, as approved in the Montana NSR SIP, determines whether modifications at 
major stationary sources are subject to major NSR. MDEQ's contemporaneous lo?~ back of 
period five years, is exactly the same as the Federal PSD regulations [ 49t\:FR ?J:'01]. For 
determining the baseline from which emission reductions are calculated;MDEQ,;equires the 
applicant to submit the ac~al emissions from ~he_ units alo}~c.:~ th an~;f~~~f~~ perm~t l~mits. 
MDEQ only allows reductions from actual emissions. An a:pphcant cannot receive em1ss1on 
reduct~on credit for red~cing any portion of actual emis~pls that resufb~au~:th~ ~purce was 
operatmg out of compliance. kl. i ,,~;i} 

,lfl 1:1:."' ..... .,...,.,.. .. 
. 'J{ . , .. \ -~~·1·: ·1.. . . ~- .. 

MDEQ does not allow an applicant o receive em1ss16n-reduction credit for an em1ss1ons '\ ., ,~ ~ 
t"( unit that has not been constructed or opera ed. MDEQ has,nothad_the opportunity to use 

\, \,\~~(«P emissio~ reductions to mee~ MACT requi ements as e~~blilie~g ~ ~d~s, _but believes _i t d !Mr~ 
f 1;/ \~ :1 a ro or these reductions to be u s offse~ t9-.the extent,the red,-µcJions are ere . 
{,J'\,f .ft• .EPA' s opinion is that the co nee t o etttm 0:511 '}' . ~o source, ,. t is not eleveatil to a 
~\· -~ new source an or a reconstructed s , P,os't-:change em1ss1ons are .cit cons1dere o 
i~ ~a(' determine applicability (i.e. the PTE of the{ x'f;tinghoce;s·_~ipn;>d~ion is used to determine 

a,(\..u-)~~ applicability). __ The existing process or/.4'it does_2~lha~\~Yt.~{ where it ~an_ apply netting. 
\11 kt' (See the defimtion of"reconstruct a~ aJor souro,.,at40 c ~w63 )1-1). Any em1ss1ons decreases 

(}' claimed as part of a proposed mod{fi!Jion re~ired for all stationary, source-wide, creditable and 
contemporaneous emissions incjfajts" and d(cj~ases of.A.$' pollutant are included in the major 
NSR applicability determin~tio~. jMDEQ /eqw.resftn(applicant to demonstrate any emission 
reductionsJ:f.i\re not beeIJ,,dlied·~pon for d!h~rpurpo/es when conducting a netting analysis to 
avoid "d6uble counting'-t,,of emissions. MDEQ·lracks the emission reductions by identifying the 
emission\ eductioJ s ip the) ermit an) lyf is section of the technical support document. MDEQ has 
a process toi:r~kprojeci .~ that'u~,ct~d,ifs;;.to net out_of maj_or NSR. Netting issues do not occur 
very frequently4':fn ¥,ontana..._(appro~:tpl!te1y one nettmg action per year). 

~EQ requires emissjons reductions, such as reductions from unit shutdowns, that are _., 
enfop1'e.able to be creditibl~ for tletting purposes. MDEQ has not, to its recollection (specifically JgfJ 
in the last 5 years), had ~ublifconcems regarding the netting analysis and the procedures used ./' _ .,..,;; ~ 
fof.' ahy issued permits that avoided major NSR. EPA identified its concerns during the ____.- ~? 
~dividual permit rev4~s. Interpollutant trading is not allowed when doing a netting analysis, ; ~/ 
fe._g., a·source u~in{ NOx or PM credits for netting out of Volatile Organic Chemical (VOC) /Jd)"\.,, - L 
~~~Q's process to verify that a sourc~'s netting emissions reductions is to include f71'1 ~ 

·+ erru~s_r§duct10ns that may have been "banked,' and have not al:eady been used by th_e . t.l"7'- #-1
~

1 r .. 
'}_ Je;-.~ource, or another source. MDEQ does not have an approved banking program. The em1ss10n f·t_.,. ?fv~~ 
~ reductions are tracked in the permit analysis and should any modification or new construction be ,,, )1 rr /, 
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proposed, then the source would evaluate the availability of offsets. Nonattainment NSR offsets 
required the applicant to demonstrate that emission reductions used for netting have not been 
previously used. 

"ts, Netting, and PSD Avoidance 

s limits on potential to emit (PTE) established for the purposes of keeping 
' sources or nJ.Qgjlications out of major NSR are well written, with adequate moni~ g, record 

keeping ~~ reporting re~uiren:ie~ts. PTE limits are consistent ':"ith ~pf~ gu~ ce for pra~tical 
enforceab1hty and effectively hm1t the PTE of sources and mod1ficat10ns tQJ..ess'fhan the maJor ,!,. , ___ . ,-· ,. 

source threshold. MDEQ regularly sends synthetic minor permits to EPA "and_-EPA in its 
·-~ ..... ., ~ ..... ~ ·-- -

oversight role reviews a portion of these permitting actio~;aml makes "ormµents~ necessary... 1 J. 
• ,r ~ - ' ,m -,11. .l;Tp £7f1 
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conditions in the permit). The only such list is maintained for Title V purposes. MDEQ will 
consider adding a flag to the Montana air permitting database to start tracking synthetic minor 
NSR sources. In the near future, the permit library will be located on MDEQ's web site for the 
public and/or EPA to access. 

1 or"'~­
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proposed, then the source would evaluate the availability of offsets. Nonattainment NSR offsets 
required the applicant to demonstrate that emission reductions used for netting have not been 
previously used. 

•ts, Netting, and PSD Avoidance 

' limits on potential to emit (PTE) established for the purposes of keeping 
sources or ~cations out of major NSR are well written, with adequate moni~ g, record 
keeping ~~ reporting re~uiren:ie~ts. PTE limits are consistent ~ith ~p ft gu~ 4'd( for pra~tical 
enforceab1hty and effectively hm1t the PTE of sources and mod1ficat1ops,to~l~~s' than the maJor 
source threshold. MDEQ regularly sends synthetic minor ,Re~ its to EPA;'and EPA in its 
oversight role reviews a portion of these permitting actiop§tancf'make~ <i..Ill!ll~!1~~~s necessary.~ 1 ~ 

,...,,.#,.'.., • .._ - u p t7f)'J 

e NSR perm1tting,sf.iff ... receives on the job PSD training, and training at EPA 
sanct1911ed courses. This· trainirif addresses the RMRR exemption evaluations. MDEQ has not 
profi.ded an informationlc]'ufrtach program on RMRR exemption evaluations for owners of 
n/gulhted sources, but ~EQ would provide this training, ifrequested. MDEQ::wQuld like 
frainfug on RMRR.to{:g-,forstaa4 bow to-make RMRR determinatiom . 

..:,~~,.-.:)- ~/" 
I .. ·-.;.i.·''·.~: .... .. 

r , 1 ;(J::)' ~SY,if tfietij,l\1inor Limits 
{7,f4J,ml)ftJ . ~- y 

, · DEQ does not keep a list of synthetic minor sources (i.e., sources that would otherwise 
be major for NSR but are considered minor because of emissions limits or other limiting 

12 
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conditions in the permit). The only such list is maintained for Title V purposes. MDEQ will 
consider adding a flag to the Montana air pern1itting database to start tracking synthetic minor 
NSR sources. In the near future, the permit library will be located on MDEQ's web site for the 
public and/or EPA to access. 

MDEQ's formal process for establishing a synthetic minor source is completed at the 
time the permit is issued. Sources submitting an application typically request a limitation to keep 
it below the NSR thresholds. If the source doesn't request a limitation MDEQ wil~ ontact the 
source and ask if it would prefer to accept a limit to keep it below NSR ,threshol~for if it wants 
to be subject to NSR review. Synthetic minor sources include enforceabl} perfuit limits, such as 
production limits, fuel consumption limits, and control tec~~-~gy re~ r~W-~IJt~ to keep the 
source as a minor source .. Rolling 12-rp.onth _limits ~e us, }as ap~rop~J~: Ii ~~i~e the limits 
are enforceable as a practical matter. Compliance with if synthetic minor-.liw_1~ 3::t"f~ ckedy 
over time by the facility. Typically the facility submits~ ormatiofC"cfemonst}a~g'.tqp,1p'li_~!e 
with ~he emissi~n limits. At a m~ni~~ this emission yi.t;~;'~~~ is submitted a~J!i~d is 
used m developmg an annual em1ss10n mventory. If the'1j$~!,on 1s such that the time penod for 
demo_nstr~ting compliance ne~ds to be shorte_r,_ th~n mo7:tr~u~~ ep,~rting_ is require?·. The 
permit wnters have the compliance staff (facility mspectors) revif:%an~ venfy the facility's 
compliance with all applicable emission limitations. v ~ .. , "'" · .,. 

MDEQ perfo~ s;or requires modeling for sources seeking synthetic minor permits to 
d,eterinine impacts on.PSD increments and NAAQS, if the increment analysis is applicable (i.e. 

aselirte being t·n. ·g~ r~d). Additi nall , MDEQ has internal guidance documents that identify 

7 wh · ....__ i ::::.,.....,:: E should rovide an internal idance documents 
cl6Qel:fug f9r-<EPA review. DEQ's published guidance is consistent with 40 CFR 51, 
Appendix W. ~ 

,. 01"1 '1 
{h11J I~ ,4( 1f> ' 
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According to Montana's rule, visibility impacts are assessed when a major source or 
major modification of a major source occurs. Visibility issues in Class I areas have not been 
considered in the past, when reviewing synthetic minor applications. However, in the future; 
visibility considerations for minor sources could be factored into the permitting process ( e.g. 
BACT analysis/determination). State BACT on minor source and visibility and other 
environmental impacts might be consideration to establish the BACT limit. 

Pollution Control Projects (PCP) Exclusion 

?~;» 
V"' 

(P 4 JV 

µ ~ 

F ·t· E .. 
ugi 1ve m1ss1ons ''~f:{ t ::ra:-"·~~tVY 

J\{D~ egulato:1::Jktion of .. J:t~issions for major NSR applicability ;/"7?'-'$6y'L 
purposei'fa, tho~~~~ssio~s~ hic~ ~ould not reasonably p_as~ tru:ough a stack, chi~ne~, vent, or-1/,,u-; 1~ fl·/, 

7 other functionally eqmv.alent operung.r~DEQ makes a d1stmct1on between "fug1t1ve' ffe'/Jt1Y!)k.....;(,1-. 

emissions and ~ con~~ le( ' e~ is~ 61;5( Uncontrolled emissions are those emissions that do not 
pass thr~~;~ ontr~ device'or are not affected by a controlling agent or work practice. 
UncontFtif {a~~issions cotrld ~ >r.onsidered either "fugitive" or "point" sources of emissions 

,4f' ' .,Y 
depenaing on the type of.source~ 

. ,I} Iii ~ ·~""' 

.r:··,l Fugitive ~missjotis in major NSR app~i~abilit~ d~termination~ for new or m~dified 
sourc,i s are co_ns1d:}e~l ~nly to th~ extent fu~1t1:"'e em1ssio~s are reqmred to be cons1d'~~ed, such 

fodhe 28 hsted source categones. For ex1stmg sources that are not one of the 28 hsted" 
1 
~ L 

sf u~4 ~?etan;J,'Montan~ does not include fugiti:7es i~ the ~e~d for ~e~it determi~atio~ ~ · 
section. ·. allows maJor sources to use reductions m fug1t1ve emissions for nettm 
pur¥' . . . . . . . . IfMDEQ 

believes there are actual emission reductions and it can be demons ra e ere 1s a net air quality b:> 

14 '-Ii?> /i ,A ,$) rv-t 6 
~ ;pr1 / /}~ l}1t 
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benefit, the baseline that is used is the "actual emissions" as required by MDEQ's rules. 
MDEQ's guidelines or calculation methodology used to quantify fugitive emissions is varied 
because there are a wide variety of fugitive emission types. In general, MDEQ prefers to use 
EPA emission factors (i.e., AP-42) whenever appropriate. In addition, MDEQ may use other 
resources, such as professional judgment based on similar sources. MDEQ's permits contain 
conditions for specific emission limits or control methods/work practice standards for fugitive 
emissions consistent with requirements for BACT. "]/\ 

('\ 
A)1iR L~c 

Modeling ,"\" 

~ - !~ '"11'1;1 :,, 

Proposecl he~ arid•modified minor permit actions are evaluated to determine if modeling 
for the NAA;QS"and:J>SD .. in~ e[llent's .. i( needed (as mentioned earlier, MDEQ should provide the 
intemal4uidance do~Il1-ent t~ identify when modeling is required). In the recent permit 
applilations, modeling for.NAAQS has been performed. Any minor source required to obtain a 
pe~t that locates in a )triggered (baseline d "area would be re uired to demonstrate 

· ~rrP;.,:,Pnt The effect of downwash is modeled if stacks are less 
.,....,,. .. n~~- _,.b ... --.. y o .,r--.. -- '~~· ,. ~ywm~a will put the building dimensions into the model 
to QO · the effeqrof do~e stack ~s tharr-Q.EP..:.fo1:DEQ properly accounts for 
~--- "'='---· ~,ill, .... _ • - - - • ~ - - > . - . ( -

~ical £om:pany.c.ase_wqere. G~ .v.i.as n~t ~, at!~s'sed:- The most recent years 
· MDEQ may request readily 

t 
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available preprocessed representative meteorological data of the area be used in the modeling _. 
analysis. 

, , ,,·,,;. ft.-,,'1 , 

MD~Q.-ensures '.tlifcontrolling concentrations reported by the applicant for each pollutant 
and a,fg_i~g period~fe .. ~ppr~ ~ately determ~ned during the revi~w of the information 
sub1TI1tted m the apphcatio~ Ilie impact modelmg analyses are reviewed to ensur~accuracy 
and{J'mpleteness, and a~p~priate modeling procedures ( e.g., modeled to 100-m resolution, 
flnce line and not proP,~rty line, nearest modeled receptors, etc.) were followed. Complex terrain 
ls-an \ ssue in MontanV The appropriate model is required and the terrain (receptor files) are 
t~tie~;~J t~ ens~e the proper spacing was used to accurately refle~t t~e terrain and 
ensur~ tliatpeak' concentrations are modeled. Furthermore, "hot spot" modelmg 1s conducted. 
~ llutarit~j it~ t NAAQS and/or PSD increments are addressed in the air quality impact 
ass~ ts. These types of pollutants may be addressed in a more qualitative manner. MDEQ 
gen~rally relies on what is requested by the FLMs. The threshold concentrations would depend 
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.~fPJ on the pollutant in question. EPA has reviewed MDEQ' s modeling practices and found)( 
;}" ""- g¥ral, that there are no areas of concerns. In the future, EPA will be conducting a detailed 

@ 
survey and eval atio 

0

~e modeling program. 

Appro na eness of an application's proposed meteorological data is determined 
according t the guidance set forth in MDEQ guideline-Appendix E. "On-site" meteorological 
data req · ements are determined on a case-by-case basis, but are required primarily when the 
data are•available or when there are no representative data available. Every effort is-.:1,nade to 
ensure the data are val~dated and 90% is accepted. Ho~ever, a case-b~/~\se det~ination may 
be made and the "on-s1te" data may be supplemented with representative aata!' 

~t;g;·i:>· 
, ontana' s ~IP!~pp_r?v~~;ule~ define a sta~ionary source differently than 40 CFR 51.165 

66. MDEQ s defi~ oy,contams an exclusion for HAPs, except to the extent that such 
.s·are regulated as

1
co~. ristifuents of more general pollutants listed in section 7408(a)(l) of the i .· ~ 

Ole~ Air Act (CAA). .:~ 
....._ ........ 

. ,-~r::\MDEQ uses'EPA policy and guidance to determine if emitting units are under common ------ ( I' 
owners~. ·P:.~ 9l 'or are considered separate sources._Distance between emitting units is one of / 
tll_e. factors .considered in making a somce detern:uruiliQI).. MDEQ considers the potential for the & 
sour~ s to affect the same airshed. EPA · ance as a en e · · erm1mn a I 

i 

single source. MDEQ assesses a source(s)' financial , personnel, an contractua relationships to 
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available preprocessed representative meteorological data of the area be used in the modeling .­
analysis. 

'~· ~ 

MI?J;-Q~erisur~ 'the' controlling concentrations reported by the applicant for each pollutant 
and aver, ing period were apprqgriately determined during the review of the information 

b .,1.,-d. h 1· ' . ·rn.7 . d 1· 1 · d ·- cV SU rrutte m t e app 1car qn: '.u1e Impact mo e mg ana yses are rev1ewe to ensur~accuracy 
and{ o'mpleteness, and app~priate modeling procedures ( e.g., modeled to 100-m resolution, 
l'. J ( 1· d ) "' 1· . l'. . 1ence me an not proP.erty me, nearest modeled receptors, etc.) were 101lowed. Complex terram 
Is an\ f sue in Montapi l The appropriate model is required and the terrain (receptor files) are 
feviet;~ by MD:¥9 t~ ens~re the proper spacing was used to accurately reflect the terrain and 
ensure t~concentrations are modeled. Furthermore, "hot spot" modeling is conducted. · 
Pb l,e°)Yit~t NAAQS and/or PSD increments are addressed in the air quality impact 
asses_sments. These types of pollutants may be addressed in a more qualitative manner. MDEQ 
gen~rally relies on what is requested by the FLMs. The threshold concentrations would depend 
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i" . 
~ on the pollutant in question. EPA has reviewed MDEQ's modeling practices and found)( 
~ . ""'- g¥ral, that there are no areas of concerns. In the future, EPA will be conducting a detailed 

@ 
survey and eval ati 

0

~e modeling program. 

Appro na eness of an application's proposed meteorological data is determined 
according t the guidance set forth in MDEQ guideline-Appendix E. "On-site" meteorological 
data req · ements are determined on a case-by-case basis, but are required primarily when the 
data are available or when there are no representative data available. Every effort ~~ ade to 
ensure the data are val~dated and 90% is accepted. Ho~ever, a case-b~;Bise de1e6mnation may 
be made and the "on-site" data may be supplemented with representative data~ 

~.·. · ott·.:~.l;.· ,·IJ.+,J .. -,:, _ _..v ~~r-:;.:-,-;..~-

The applicant is required to demonstrate it does n?'(~iu'se or co~trih~i\t5?) the violatio~ 
when an applicant's air quality modeling reveals NAA~ -!ndlor PSE>;Kc'fem§rfyiglatio~ 1:ne 

r'sviolations would be addressed by dealing with the sourf,.~(~) causi~,Por contrio~~ni~.io~ er' 
\-. f violation. In general, MDEQ uses an informal threshol~.'esta~hfilied by Appendix~ Although 

\\ I }~his threshold was established for nonattainment areas, :r{D. EQ .. ,Sel .. iev. e. s .. it is a conse~ tive :] 
"°"' , ~ approach for~~1 PSD permits. EPA has indicated"tha~ this~pP,roach may not be 7 

q~; 1 t afceptab~. ~ MDEQ shsmd formally submit signi:~fic~ e:yel:s:J¥P A approval (probably 
~ 1 \u,f'"\ ~s a SIP vis10n)11 ~t,i\Ir.-"""d~ 

~ I ~ f · i"" r-i · - _ . 
( ,(e? ,,q11P vJ'V\ • • • • /·~~.·,;..'"!j,-?'~1:-,.. ~' .p 

/JP.~ 11" MDEQ's defimt10n of ambient air me;µis :.tnat l 'po~cm of the atmosphere, external to 
~Gf1 buildings, to whic? the g~ne~al public ha5.1;~ s." ~ { Q.h~ -s~P~(e{ted rec_eptor spacing in 

Montana's Modelmg Gmdelme. Howe_wr, it 1s up46 the apph~!lYMo determme the receptor 
spacing. MDEQ would ensure the "hq_t;;-spot" rec!'ettor spa~ingis not more than 100 meters or is 

/.?-... ;, 'f 
less for very complex terrain . Ifvepfi~a mo~ :t9nng data,is absent in the area of concern, MDEQ 
has default values ofbackground)~ir'qualitYfqafa that ar//epresentative and that are used for 

h h . "fj A l ',!', tr\rh ,db ,l'k d 1 b d . areas w ere no ot er signi7~an) scmrces ef ~t:t(~.:;, .e~~-· ac groun va ues may e use m 
conjuncti9.n~ i~h modeling so~ c~s located .inthb are{ to determine appropriate background 

"'~ ' If - \ • •' ,,. 
values. ~EQ us~s the' seme ~of1R American·Datum (NAD) for stack, receptor, and building 
UTM coordinates. 

;, 
:.. 

, .:1ontana' s SIP1t pprove~ ;ules define a stationary source differently than 40 CFR 51.165 
66. MDEQ's definition.:contains an exclusion for HAPs, except to the extent that such 

s· are regulated as ~b~Jihlents of more general pollutants listed in section 7 408( a)(l) of the 
• f I ~ Ole~ Air Act (CAA). , 

. .v ....., ......,. 
"\MDEQ usefEP A policy and guidance to determine if emitting units are under common .,---- ( ( 

q~ersl:ripl,coiii'f"ol"or are considered separate sources. Distance between emitting units is one of 
tile. factors .con~ dered in making a source detenninati;n. MDEQ considers the potential for the 51 
sources- to affect the same airshed. PA . ance as a en e . . rmmm a I I 

single source. MDEQ assesses a source(s ' financial , personnel, an contractua relationships to 

'-4:/)fte~ 
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tr,..,. 1, ~ 

s,MI)EQ cgnsiders etft7 c~7 
potentia\ly,subj'ect to relaxation assessmenf'are~t[e relaxation of limitatidrrs-onproduction, hours 
of operatio~~ contr~ :~ chnaiojzy req~ ~ t ments, or process limits. MDEQ does not have a written 
policy on relaxation assessmerits: MDEO has not made any relaxation assessments in the last 
fi An"' . ' h' '- .d ,y- . . . MDEQ ld h 1ve ye~S. ~ ~t~·e· C: e11gf ~ ~re ~a _7to an ex1s:mg ~aJOr source, . W~U ensure t e 
source 1s not;relaxm'g a ·¢ond1t10n w1tnout complymg with the appropnate reqmrements. MDEQ 
includes.ef{e'cific pemift 'limits ~ d conditions to make potential future relaxation possibilities 
more4.~{ntifiable. If du~ g this{ hange the source relaxes a condition meant to keep it out of 
NSR,-fthe source would be' s1il)Ject to certain provisions of NSR as if it had not yet begun 
cpn~truction. Relaxatidn' evaluation training is provided to NSR permitting staff employees in 
EJ>A4approved trai#g.:fourses and through on-the-job training . 

. . ?;t -;~!i~~fe~ences o~ l_i1?~tations and _a thorough discus~ion in th~ permit analysis he~p to 
clanfyfuture -relaxahon poss1b1hties (e.g. a mmor source becommg a maJor source). MDEQ s 
und~ ng of the appropriate circumstances under which an existing minor source is allo ed 
a I 00/250/-per-year emissions increase Without triggering the relaxation provisio , 1s if a 
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minor source undertakes a physical or operational change and the change is in and of itself 
considered major, then the source is subject to NSR. 

A relaxation could result in NSR implications and doesn't relieve a source from the 
obligations under NSR. Regulatory changes are not considered a "modification" and therefore, 
NSR would not be triggered. 

Circumvention/Aggregation Issues 

Industry 

e case-by-case nature of a PSD permit allows for the MDEQ to 
' .-t :.· , ;;t-

irhplemerit emission reducing programs or controls more quickly than 
J_ ,-, Ii I ki t1µ,oug ru e ma ng . 

. --, 

;rhe PSD program provides communities a mechanism to be involved in . /~ } 
improving air quality. In Montana, communities can be involved in both _J,,, ·~ f1' 

1 

major source and~- source permitting. Since Montana has changed j If µeh M,~'s 
the public comm n~P, riod ~ review to be at least as stringent as I n 
EPA's rule, the p b · ha~@EJ:u&te 9-otice and opportunity to comment. P 

I 
I L Lfo,.v..,/J/µ l~,s 
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determine common ownership or control. Frequently, companies will show business/contract 
infonnation [process descriptions, contractual information, or obligations] to MDEQ during a 
meeting and keep the information instead of leaving a copy with MDEQ. MDEQ assesses 
whether sources with different first two-digit SIC codes (i.e., emissions units not in the same 
industrial grouping) can qualify as a single or separate stationary sourceY. EPA could request .

1 that business information be shared with EPA should the need arise. EPA has guidance on what 
constitutes a single source. In the case of Roundup, EPA questioned whether th.e m.ine and thg , / 11 
power plant were appropriately considered as separate sources. EPA would encm;rage MDEQ t st)\ I 

review EPA's policies on single source determinations and wq\ild enc.oll!ag. e. furt.ful dialogue. l ~ 
·, 1 .l1J/,J ~ ~,f!-g;/15 ~M • [J~/') 

~/ Debottlenecking and Increased Utilizatio.!]:~ ~fi-,;·. ~-~tn
1
/lol~~ · <£J7 : · 

• • • . • • r . ~ . ~ ~,~~&{ tefjJIJc~,4(HJ 
. determmmg I~ a propos~d _mod1fi~ation lSlNDJect to m~or S~,.~~r mcludes 

em1ss10ns m eases from ex1stmg em1ss10ns umts that are\not phystc"ally mod1fiaj (1,e~ 
debottlenecke units or units with increased utilization)·.tr~E~~fuoks at actuaP "".md pot~t1'tial 

emission incre e~ and any relevru:it ~idance _to deten:ni i~{~~.,r !~ regulations af~ e ~ 
debottlenecked 1t and to determme 1f there 1s an em1ss1ons.mcrease from the em1ss10n umts. 

Permitt!n_g st~ff 1 ·raine~hro_ugh o~-t~e-jo~ trainin~d b~ ~#1i~:~!evant t~ainin_g c~urses. 
The trammg mcludes cons1denng em1ss10ns mcreases.,.when determmnig 1fi.a mod1ficat10n 1s 

· fi SR · Air· ~ r.W 
maior or N . ~l~~- . 'Sr MJ 

Relaxation of Limits Taken To ~6~:;1:,~'.''.' ~~t~ 
it·· .w~ .... .,. 

,1 ll"'Y . . \;;,~~1 / 
MDEQ has knowledge ofth_f<'relaxatiml regulato ~·provisions of 40 CFR ' o-.J 

5 LI 65( a)(S)(ii), 5 LI 66(r)(2), an¥~ (r)( 4)(,f eneraJ~ a source becomes .• maj r source arv Lf',f J 
because a hm1tat10_n (prev~~us. lyllaced on }li~ .. ·t ource ~oJ eep 1t fror:1 be1~g sub~e~t NSR) was~ .L ( p'f 
relaxed, then certam_rrov.1~101etof'NSR a~ply!oJ:h .. e{ource or mod1fica n w_ere a new ,f ~1.,.;.7.u" ~ 
source andt~struction haci not'yet commenced.,) fh{ types of chang s EQ c s1ders C/..f, "i ccv:J"VY" 7 
potentially subj~t to re~ tiop assessmenhrre tlie relaxation of limitat10 n production, hours 
of ~perJio~ c~n.~) l ~ chnolqgy requirt ments, or process limits. M_DEQ does not h~ve a written 
pohcy on relaxation assessmertts. MDE~as not made any relaxation assessments ·m the last 
five ye~rs. ~~t~e C?,~g~~ ~ } II\a~i to an exis~ing ~ajor source, ~EQ w~uld ensure the 
source 1s 9,relaxmg a cond1t10n w1th'out complymg with the appropnate reqmrements. MDEQ 
includes/specific perrri'it Iiipits ~d conditions to make potential future relaxation possibilities 
more/al ntifiable. If duti,ng this change the source relaxes a condition meant to keep it out of 
NSR;Ahe source would tf?• s1i~ect to certain provisions ofNSR as if it had not yet begun 
c/iislruction. Relaxa~o'1l evaluation training is provided to NSR permitting staff employees in 
EPA}approved training/courses and through on-the-job training. " . ,. 

··~· 1t_?:sj;~mt,;°;ferences on limitations and a thorough discussion in the permit analysis help to 
cfanfy'fufure :t<iaxation possibilities (e.g. a minor source becoming a major source). MDEQ's 
und~ ng of the appropriate circumstances under which an existing minor sourc~~ 
a I 00/250/-per-year emissions increase Without triggering the relaxation provisi~ 
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minor source undertakes a physical or operational change and the change is in and of itself 
considered major, then the source is subject to NSR. 

A relaxation could result in NSR implications and doesn't relieve a source from the 
obligations under NSR. Regulatory changes are not considered a "modification" and therefore, 
NSR would not be triggered. 

Circumvention/ Aggregation Issues 

An4ii~~B.{re to red&ce bffi.issions below major source levels. Industry 
app.ears to be quite ii\te~ested in avoiding PSD. 

' .-to. _!' ,- ... 

e case-by-case nature of a PSD permit allows for the MDEQ to 
imp,lement emission reducing programs or controls more quickly than 1., . 
tb'rough rule making. 

e PSD program provides communities a mechanism to be involved in . /,~ ti 
improving air quality. In Montana, communities can be involved in both /,{/\ ,'> '~ : f~ ' 
major source and · source permitting. Since Montana has changed j If ,__ich Df.O's 
the public comm nW'R riod for review to be at least as stringent as ' n 
EPA's rule, the p .b · ha ad@EfM&te otice and opportunity to comment. ~ 

if wttS a. j~t>rV_, /J_/µ )k<-,s 
l / lj ·_ !~ ;n~· ~l, , 
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5. The PSD program has contributed to sustaining good air quality. 

MDEQ's PSD p~fuiits specify emissions limits and control methods consistent with the 
oasis\and capabilities~ f~he selected BACT options. MDEQ looks at other states' requirements 
fegarding averagin( ti~ e. The basis for the compliance averaging time for BACT emission 
limits i~ fqllifd'i{ tlfu RBLC, New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), ambient standard basis 
~,ia~~~~ ~ther inform~t~on availabl~eEQ uses)Aese averaging_tim~s to establish the 
BACT-averagmg times. In add1t10n, MDEQ os ens~at the averagmg times selected are 
protective of the short-term NAAQS and incr nts. MDEQ makes sure that permit conditions 

1/. • tvb r / _ J., ,-&~ ']:.+,Wo 
20 j,p -5,0 I I / '" 
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impose restrictions consistent with BACT evaluation assumptions (i.e. if the annual emissions 
used in a BACT cost evaluation are based on an assumption of less than continuous operation 
and/or operation at less than maximum capacity). 

. . MDEQ perform~ a BACT ~i}lmeny-i r all new/fmodified ei:ni~sions units or activities 
em1ttmg a pollutant subject to PSD

1
,rev1ew ~~ _matter ho~wsmall the em1ss1ons from an affected 

unit or activity. Under the NSR/:,program, all p~lJutan, :l mitted in a significant amount are 
subject to BACT. Increasef O~'aecreases i~ 'cor~Ilacy foxic/hazardous air pollutants are not 
usually _f6nsi~~~ed as p~ of a BA<;T evaluatiorr.'However, such pollutants could be factored 
into the BA.CT ~eral environmental impacts, if appropriate. 

,4,,,. :"t&TfhtMr?e~} \I~~, 
B ~ valuatioi\) . ·ng-is prq .. vided to NSR permittiflg staff. MDEQ's staff attend 

EPA s f 1:!,ed,.tra· · g;mi N ~R, } ruch includes BACT, and ~attend# other available 
trainin • Al , aff ar~ trained"'oIJ the job. BACT evaluation refresher training will be provided 
to the " perienced NSR,Permitting staff when available. BACT-specific training recently 
becfuie available and ~E'G2 ~ ill send staff to this training as time and resources allow. An 
infoffation outreach pJ gram on BACT evaluations for owners of regulated sources or the 
publi\ ~as ?ot ?een llW,j~ded, but would be provided if requ~sted. Each major NSR ~~CT 
p-etetn11pat10n 1s e1Jfered mto the RACT/BACT/LAER Cleannghouse. Before estabhshmg 
BAcr,:is'-wo.rlf'praEtice, design, or operational standards, MDEQ determines if emissions limits 
\ " - ... ,. ' ,,. 
( e.g.; lbs/_mniBTU, lbs/hr) are unfeasible. MDEQ tries to factor what is feasible and appropriate. 
MDEQ •ij5plies BACT to fugitive emissions. 
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5. The PSD program has contributed to sustaining good air quality. 

1 .·,I MDEQ's PSD PflTi its specify emissions limits and control methods consistent with the 
l:fasis\.and capabilities"6f the selected BACT options. MDEQ looks at other states' requirements 
fegarding avera~g'.'tifue. The basis for the compliance averaging time for BACT emission 
~mits 1l fqpnd1ii tlfe RBLC, New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), ambient standard basis 
av~a~n.,W~~ ~ther inform~t~on availabl~e· EQ usessA te ese averaging _tim~s to establish the 
BACT averagmg times. In addition, MDEQ els . ens~at the averagmg t1IDes selected are 
protective of the short-term NAAQS and incr nts. MDEQ makes sure that permit conditions 

J ~ .~ ~f.j;f I~ 
"'20 JI> ~()J ,, '" 

IJ ,.,.# 
t,.Y-' 
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impose restrictions consistent with BACT evaluation assumptions (i.e. if the annual emissions 
used in a BACT cost evaluation are based on an assumption of less than continuous operation 
and/or operation at less than maximum capacity). 

MDEQ performs a BACT ~ie~ ment f~ 'all new Jf1modified emissions units or activities 
. . 11 b. PSD; t~ . / • h /I 11 h . . fr f'J:'. d emittmg a po utant su ~ect to · ,.review 9-0 matter c;ny sma t e em1ss1ons om an a 1ecte 

uni~ or activi~y. Under the ~~1.rf~gram,_rll ~1 ~!Mtru,i~ ,e~itted in a si~ificant amount are 
subject to BACT. Increases or decreases 1..,n ~orolla,ry toxic/hazardous air pollutants are not 
usually ~bri.s1de~ed as p~ of a B.ArT evaluation'."'However, such pollutants could be factored 
into the BACT an~~eral environmental impacts, if appropriate. 

. , .. :o,.£.....,_,,,t,. QtAr~h ~\1.M.,,~ . 
·{fol \'\'.:" ' • . .,. 

~

:yaluatipn . · ·n~l{ prg,vicied to NSR permitti11;g staff. MDEQ's staff attend 
EPA s f , ed:tni· .; g;.; 01i NSR, which includes BACT, and~ attend # other available 
trainin . -Al , aff are traine} on the job. BACT evaluation refresher training will be provided 
to th perienced NSR\ e~ttifig staff when available. BA CT-specific training recently 
bec&ne available and MrlEQ'~ ill send staff to this training as time and resources allow. An 
irfoqnation outreach p~~am on BACT evaluations for owners of regulated sources or the 
/ ublic has not been y.(o.Jided, but would be provided if requested. Each major NSR BACT 
~e~~~~ ation is e~.t.er~d into the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse. Before establishing 
BACT.asworlf'wattice, desigri, or operational standards, MDEQ determines if emissions limits 
c\':g.,' 11{~/~ TU, lbs/hr) are unfeasible. MDEQ tries to factor what is feasible and appropriate. 
MDEQ"applies BACT to fugitive emissions. 
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EFFECTIVE CONSTRUCTION PERMITS 

MDEQ's construction permits: (1) identify each emissions unit regulated; (z} establish 

emissi?ns_ st~ndard~ or other op~rational limits ' includi?~ appropri~te ax~agi~~gF°s ~or . 
numenc hmits; (3) mclude specific methods for determmmg comphance.:an<i~xcess emiss10ns, 
including reporting, record keeping, monitoring, and testing req_uirem€~ts; (4) ~ utline procedures 
necessary to maintain continuous compliance with emissi6nJimits; (5)establis1i"'specific, clear 
con~ise, and ~nforce~ble permit _conditions; and (6) _incllf ' c~nditi~rn~ e~~~~~ sourcdo 
avoid otherwise applicable requirements ( e.g., keepmg A.111odific~t1on "mmor~t~ 
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EFFECTIVE CONSTRUCTION PERMITS 

or- ~ ~ ~ 
(.\, •. J; (',<"". o;!"''~ 
~k F' bo-<i r', ( ~;. 

. . MDEQ's construction perm~ts: (l~ i~ent~fy eac? emissions_ unit regul~tedj3) establish 
em1ss1?ns_ st~dard~ or other op~rational hrruts, mclud1~~ appropn~te aJ ,~ ag1~g~es ~or . 
numenc hm1ts; (3) mclude specific methods for determmmg comphance~andAxcess em1ss10ns, 
including reporting, record keeping, monitoring, and testing req_uiremlnts; '(4f~utline procedures 
necessary to maintain continuous compliance with emissi~~Jimits; csj;estab~i.~~p,ecific, clear. 
concise, and enforceable permit conditions; and (6) incl~l conditi~1"~e~~a;[~~'&. sourc,e/c! 
avoid otherwise applicable requirements ( e.g., keeping l ::9todific~tton "minoP,t 
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provide formal NSR program training opportunities for the public, or regulated community, but 
would provide training, if requested to do so. 

GENERAL NSR PROGRAM ISSUES 

ealproblem o~ / 
,... 

<' ,..-..... 

MDEQ has a fofui.al procedure for establishing past permit violations related to NSR 
eqci};ements, includil 'g'applicable BACT or LAER requirements, and for dealing with "self 

·'''.\. / 
~~~~:~; ~~ations. 

tl,.r~ !" :I +..-; \:r:-·';I -.. y 
~-1.1. PM[i condensible emissions are included in the total amount of PM 10 emissions when 

deterinining PSD applicability, BACT, PSD increment, and NAAQS. When PM 10 testing is 
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Cumulative effects are addressed in the MEPA analysis and in the demonstration of compliance 
with the Montana Ambient Air Quality Standards (MAAQS), NAAQS, and increment. 

Additional community information and/or demographics ( e.g. children, the elderly) are 
considered important for an EJ analysis and are identified through the MEP A process. 

1 4 i':·, r ~.~ ..... \ t ·:71·~ ···y (" 1_,., .k ~ 
PROGAAM S'L\FFIN~AND 'Jl~ININd1s'suES If> (c,(l ~c;_;ff~ / ' 

~ 
lei> 

The fotal n:irmber of staff dedidrted to NSR permitting i echnical staff w . ch includes 
a modeler and ahe;pem;ii tting su~ ervisort'The permitting staff a sponsible fo inor NSR 
permitting,.rr(ajor-NSR.pe~ itting, )nd Title V permitting. The NSR pro reakdown of the 
staff (inc'ltiding compliance}into t he different job functions is as follows : 5 ngineers, 4 
pennittif g specialists, l~ ~deler~8 compliance specialists, 1 clerical, 2 su ervisors, 1 
moiiit~ring, 1 data managerile{ t, 1 enforcement. Primarily, the staff are trained by existing senior 
stfff ; nd supervisors i o' have program experience. The staff tries to attend as manyNSR 
&airrings and conferencl calls, as possible. MDEQ uses EPA's draft NSR Manual for training 
F d_ othe! trai~3 g4'aferia~ made available t~?ugh EPA _o~ other tr_ainers. EPA needs to pro~ide 
more NSR~trammg, especially advanced trammg and trammg specific to NSR Reform. Specific 

SR training,.f& Montana and BACT training would also be beneficial. MDEQ does not 
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provide formal NSR program training opportunities for the public, or regulated community, but 
would provide training, if requested to do so. 

GENERAL NSR PROGRAM ISSUES 

ear problem 0LJ2_ / (\ ......... 

MDEQ has a formal procedure for establishing past permit violations related to NSR 
eqajr{ ments, inclu~4glapplicable BACT or LAER requirements, and for dealing with "self 

reported" NSR viofa.tions. 
;,~~ 
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Cumulative effects are addressed in the MEP A analysis and in the demonstration of compliance 
with the Montana Ambient Air Quality Standards (MAAQS), NAAQS, and increment. 

Additional community information and/or demographics ( e.g. children, the elderly) are 
considered important for an EJ analysis and are identified through the MEP A process. 
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<l> 
permits they need to get, to provide a comprehensive means for public involvement, and tegin 
developing an archive for permitting actions. The air permits air program web site has: 

. ? 
I 

• permit application forms and instructions, a c~ with public notices on 
proposed permits and proposed regulations, permit guidance and final permit with 

#,. 7 

links to air permit staff, 

• permit process flow diagrams, 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

7 • 
o_~etau,_ ,the MD~~ air P~pnits pr~,gr~in.r eb'site is a comprehensive resource for both 

the pefl1lit ~pphc~ ts an~ e general pubhc~ ~~~ 1 •0
,1!.f. 

~ ·-~ ~ 0 c,h >r:"nA 
ENVIRONM~NTAn,J.USTIC~ (EJ) .•, ,JfP~~ ~{o,> /t11f11 

- 0,1 {CJ.f'.t)' I? 

MJ EQ consit ers,;EJ'i~~ es ch:id ng th"epe itting process. EJ issues are considered to the 
extent tllat'MEP A prescr;ibes tlie·-~tate look at cial and cumulative effects. MDEQ conducts a 
MEW ajialysis for eve '1 ·. · MDEQ conducts 
alternative analysis as PFJ dfi.ts nonattainment area permitting process according to Section 
1/ 3(l )(5) of the CAAjfhere are no EJ criteria or guidelines developed for this analysis by 

E.Q, beyond the Jeguirements of MEPA and Section 173(a) of the CAA. 

: ·~ . · :· MDEQ's NSR permitting program and public comment process for PSD regulated 
pollutants,e_r.ovides for consideration of alternatives, as allowed by Section 165(a)(2) and~ 
MEPA~""'Generally, the demographics of an area are factored into the MEP A document. 
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I 

provide public notice are the web site and usi gall of the other edia available (TV, radio, 
newspaper). Public notices are not provided n languages ot r than English, unless requested. 
MDEQ has been asked by the public to exte d a public co ent period. Only in certain 
instances can MDEQ extend the public co .ent period, so most requests are rejected. MDEQ 

~xt~nded the co~ent period for projects s b·ect to ai:i EI~ -~ f~~~~! subje~~~/j :-, ; s Jnu,rd. 
mcmeratq; provis10ns, f,PA ,5 trl1,£ ~ ~ ·. '"fr",& "'? fM 1 

, ,.)-"" 

~Q,~~ t· I h ~~t?J . i~r<~ t,lli 
,f, fur EPA is concerned with the Mon; tut that reg~. i~ e st1te~. ~ .. ~Ls~as ·.a pe11nrt wit~.. ,~~,):J 4J 

~

ays fr~m the date. of comp!et~ness EPA Ii ves tha·t · ~ -, y tim .. ~.Afa11J, .'-~~ .. · m ... ay not give f -go Jc FX' 
\ :quate. time to ad .. an~ipi:fic ents ~ade .. A:_y . ~i ?·~.-. r',( r~ri-".· J. M~ r~i:f °j \& Qy{w-r; 10 .... 5 k "f cl,&., . /Yl ... r:,,,1 t,,s,o/1.S,. ·" ~:'fl~~{,•-. 

,nil '6 Ir A~ v>_ The approximate percentag O ,Jll~O NSR pe'W\ revis<;.'l,;1f e to pub Ii~ A~~ egrf-' 
lff,1 ,ti· ~1faefimtely d~pends on the type ~f so e. xcludmg co~:n~~f om the apphcan~t)~( 50% 
v i)v /y of the permits generally are revise~ f~r some r~ason baJ;e~· oll'p~~e?ts from others~ased_ 
4'' l'{t> /i upon the last several years ofpermittmg expenence, publicpart1c1pat; on seems to be mcreasmg. 
{'.D f '7 f' If a draft permit is revised, MDEQ considers whether ,%:"chan~es -cl~arly exceed the scope of the 
)f appli~ation or if the_ public. could not have reasonably~ ticipatecl.J~e:c~~~e, to determi if the .ljv . ;erm1t should be reissued lil draft. . ··· ·"';:;·:~.;'_;{;;,.. . ~ ),;~,,· ~.;';'~'t·~~~~,t~µ;~~~~fli.~ 

\ .f! .. ,:.;,~. -~~'". h 
~ \ !?.' "'"' -~, h ~\J , }f MDEQ wettM provi~e opport:umt:Y for a J publi(hearing.:? as part of the NSR 

Ji•~ ', '{ . permitting process. Pub lie hearings areJ.~;,tb~ sili!e '<Vay as I.pp lications and permits ( i.e. ~:f 01v \ news~aper, ':'eb site, radio) ~nd ge,~~Y . ~j9-2>5 t~ 11.} ~vid{ as much IWJi~~ ~o~_ib~JvO 
~ days, if possible). The pubhc needs to_potify~:f of1t, interest and Wl31J~ srp] rm;Jhhe 
\ the permit related information m/ yb{ obtairfel (such as1 ermit applications, draft permits, 

deviation reports, monitoring rei oh s). MLfEQ' has...a..¢~b site for the public to get permit related 
documents( C~ently t~~;ft bf final ai\ P~~i~;rr{ on the web site along with the analysis for 
each pem1i.t and:the MEPA analy~ s. Information i ner dded or updated on the web daily, 

as perm) - sen~o~t '\. ,:~ by ,:tb~O 

Training~haln~ efn p~o~~~~ Jo citizens on public participation or on NSR. Training 
would be prmcided...if requested. MDEQ sends the application material as well as draft and final 
permi~f ,~~ected_ stite~ and ~rib; ~• ifre@tMestetl. Affected states and tribe~ are ~otified about 
how to-participate m the·penmt process should they choose to do so. Pubhc notices for PSD 
perrfufu specifically statJ th1,a'mount of increment consumed. Public notices for PSD permits are 
sefit to each party as i}f~{ified in 40 CFR 51.166(q)(2)(iv). 

• . '. ;" ."J 

· · MDEQ1ias developed an excellent web site that pro~real-time permitting 
inforiruit1'6nto the public. The web site serves many purpo~nelp sources determine what 
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(£; 
permits they need to get, to provide a comprehensive means for public involvement, and ~egin 
developing an archive for permitting actions. The air permits air program web site has: 

s 
• permit application forms and instructions, a c~ with public notices on 

proposed permits and proposed regulations, permit guidance and fi~i permit with 
links to air permit staff, 

• permit process flow diagrams, 

• air permits staff page with hot links to indl 
. ·~ 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

'{~kJ-:\ ~ ~· . . . 
~("'. ~>'~E~),,NSR perm~ttmg ?rogram and ~ubhc comment process_for PSD regulated 
po~illltsy;.ovldes for consideration of alternatives, as allowed by Section 165( a)(2) and hcf 
MEPA-:-·tenerally, the demographics of an area are factored into the MEP A document. /" 
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Trainint has not been prov ided to" citizens on public participation or on NSR. Training 
would be w# ided...ifrequestec;t. MDEQ sends the application material as well as draft and final 
permi~,~f~ected. stit:~s and ~rib,..e~. if ret!liesfed. Affected states and tribe~ are ~otified about 
how}~parti~ipate m the1p1

e{°?}t process _should they choose to do s~. Pu~hc notices for PS~ 
penruts specifically state-the amount of mcrement consumed. Pubhc notices for PSD permits are 
sln.t fo each party as id/ I]tified in 40 CFR 51.166(q)(2)(iv). 

MDJ;Q'has developed an excellent web site that pro~real-time permitting 
infonruifi; n to the public. The web site serves many purpo~help sources determine what 
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reporting requirements in synthetic minor source permits. However, similar information is 
gathered through the normal recordkeeping requirements of the permit. The source must notify~ {I --
MDEQ when emission limits are exceeded, malfunctions occur and must submit annual emission ,, 1/lt 
data and emission inventory data which is used to determine compliance with synthetic permit 
limits. The requirements (e.g. , PSD, nonattainment NSR, Title V, IAP) to keep a source 

minor are clearlyy. tified in the permit applications MDEQ review .. d th. e_ p~ ts isi~µf J 
, c}\.,- De mini "f!s ule/EPA Findings LiP" /,iY)J ().[-.fe. ~-J~ :f"P,,. t",.~.~5 A ~ c ::1, v H 1 fJU"~).e~P7 . -· , d~ o// f , -t/vl.1r r- . ,'},, - (•:'· :"'f.ir,~.~-,. -

I
I .1, 1~ ~1 ~p A has expressed _concerns in the ?a~t re~ardin~.1: i e:~ ate' s d~?~JP~~gro_visions. (See 

\ I" lu) ·, \, ,App~nd1x_ D for _letters) T~IS rule allo_ws ex1stmg au ~oy_~tlon ~ou·-·rs~s1o make_c~ra-1~ L f () 
~ 4¥"~ modifications without havmg to obtam a preconstruc1t~,£·.R.._erm1t_:.#;Y.?are co~ erped ill : ,

4
" yiul ~ 

1 .J~ could allow sources to violate major and minor so~rce ~~~~O.~~~~c_tion pe~itti ~ q1f _emn!s as 
f '1'rff"'.4 well as the SIP. On May_ 2~, 20?3, the State submitted a~ JP.a:~y~~ on rev1smg an m:ia!tmg 

}~.v~ubchapter 7 of the Admm1strative Rules of Montana. 1ng~".'J,,,tn_ ··_-.f~_a_t· S-IP.- :"~s the de mm1mus 
f!"J f J7 perm1ttmg 1:1~es. ~p A will dec1?e whether or not 1t c~pprov{~Jq_e 1_~ mm1m1s rule when we 

Jivj ,l,o~r1' ose act10n on the SIP submittal. _ . . . \#ft<it·-.:i~.'?';,_. · 
fl ' L ·• ._ .. _- •. .. . --~~?·!c,1,' _!; .. ' IJ.i '~ 1 . . !f' .,: . .,-tm;:1.,1, 

v'~~ tf Ji<"; LIC P ARTJCIPA TJON AND NOTIF1 Ai (oh~.:~.t~.i_t:£ .... _ . . , ~t"' 
tr it v1 r4f - ~ )A,:;" ~·-~,h . -

1 ~/ Jk _ MDEQ change~ its rule to allo~ o~ a_ 30 9_aY puBi~ :~6~~ f~r NSR p~rmits·. This 
~c provides the same public comment ~~eya as m tnf EPA TIJlf s~ Montana prev10usly had a 15 day 

a/ public comment period, which dicyp.Jt provide~ pub~ic ~ ith the same amo;:nt;:[time~o ma ; //).II ~ 1-fv 
, J .~ /. ( -1 , j l ~ S l:fT~ /N 7) 

public comm. ents as would have/ _. ,een allow. ~cl und._e. r_ E .. {Af s rule. H~I .,.. r1 - I / r 
a~ rl f._ I;;~;~, --$1/J~~tfc~,., r.J/ t/,t) {,f!-R,5°/,1GJ () 

.AJ>.f)~J"'"'a1_}$ajor ~SR PjrfuJs Ci;t w nona ·~~j :t!SR, ~SD a~d major modifi~ations) issued 
by MDl3Q are p"tibhsh~d.J.¥ a new5P.aper o 'general circulation to mform the public of the draft 
permit ct)cision. :MDEQ hl s a proc~ ure for notifying the public when major NSR permit 
application~ rece~ ep. T~ pplic~t'i§ required, by rule, to publish a public notice as part of 
the permit application_sfrbmittal.~ he~dr.aft permit is saved to.MDEQ's web site upon issuance 
and is se~ tcifiiterestect"6'~ies upoiN-fciuest. Synthetic mino;, netting, and m.inor· permits are not 
publicly-<J1oficety MDEQ. _ :r}addition, the permit decisions .md ~efflittQ are placed on 

~, r '\- ., 
MDEQ s webs upon ,issuance. ·~ r 4-'llttfl , ..... ~ M rt4 r,..:;, ,1- ('t\ ,,.o · 

r . ' \ 
., MD~Q has deiJ6ped ~ mailing li~t of inter~s.ted parties fo_r ~SR pe~i~ actions_ [ e.g., 

public officials, con9emed env1ronmentahsts, and c1t1zens). The hst 1s apphcat10n-spec1fic and 
h1embers of the _uuolif need to notify MDEQ of their interest to be placed on the list. Other 
b eans f6rpo:15~ nbtification are the web site, e-mails (used frequently) , telephone, radio and 
t~levision:'i:i;iterviews, and conversations with interested persons. The public notices clearly state 
wh~ tnepublic comment period begins and ends. MDEQ believes the most effective ways to 
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Compliance of Other Major Sources in the State 

MDEQ requires the permit applicant to demonstrate and certify that all major stationary 
sources owned or operated by the applicant in Montana are subject to emission limitations and 
are in compliance, or on a schedule for compliance, with all applicable emission limitations and 
standards [ARM 17.8.905(1)(b)] . MDEQ requires an analysis of a statewide comghance 
demonstration as part of its review of the permit application. There are no speci:fi~{riteria 
identi~ed_ to be _used by the applicant in this demonstration as there m5{~,~~f,.arl~ty a methods 
and cntena available. , A ,,-

A,-'<•·it -...;.,.- ,.,,: ,. 

MINOR NSR PROGRAMS 

NAAQS/Increment Protection 

'}j 

Tracking Syp thetic Minor NSR Permits 

MDEQ'"does not maintain a specific list of sources that have taken the synthetic minor 
. - r 

li'mits1to '·avoid"PSD. Such a list has been created for sources that have taken synthetic minor 
limitst~id Title V operating permits, but MDEQ does not have an established procedure for 
tracking synthetic minor construction permits. MDEQ does not include "prompt deviation" 
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This 

MDEQ has de1eloped a mailing list of interested parties for NSR permit actions [ e.g., 
public officials, concecied environmentalists, and citizens]. The list is application-specific and 
piemliers of the guofi{ need to notify MDEQ of their interest to be placed on the list. Other 
beans f~ ub~Ctification are the web site, e-mails (used frequently) , telephone, radio and 
t}levision,inte:rviews, and conversations with interested persons. The public notices clearly state 
wh6lt~ blic comment period begins and ends. MDEQ believes the most effective ways to 
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Compliance of Other Major Sources in the State 

MDEQ requires the permit applicant to demonstrate and certify that all major stationary 
sources owned or operated by the applicant in Montana are subject to emission limitations and 
are in compliance, or on a schedule for compliance, with all applicable emission limitations and 
standards [ARM l 7.8.905(1)(b)]. MDEQ requires an analysis of a statewide comtiliance 
demonstration as part of its review of the permit application. There are po specifi9i{ riteria 
identi~ed_ to be _used by the applicant in this demonstration a~ there m,f.~ 1~.d:~-fu~ty a methods 
and cntena available. · · 

MINOR NSR PROGRAMS 

NAAQS/lncrement Protection 

•i' 

Tracking Syp"tlietic Minor NSR Permits 

MDEQ-does not maintain a specific list of sources that have taken the synthetic minor 
li'mits\~,·avbid'PSD. Such a list has been created for sources that have taken synthetic minor 
limitst~id Title V operating permits, but MDEQ does not have an established procedure for 
tracking synthetic minor construction permits. MDEQ does not include "prompt deviation" 
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Eachnonattainment NS,pen:riir·action addresses the alternatives analysis as required by 
section _173(-aj?5J ~f~e S~: Thi~~otfuation is required in the application as well. The 
alternatives-1U1alysis .. 1s a· specific reqtnrement of Montana's nonattamment NSR rules. MDEQ 
would d&61op criteri)'(:riot a cil~), to address the depth of analysis required for a specific project 
when4{ need arises. Project-spe cific EJ issues raised as part of this analysis are included in the 
pe~ it action. MDEQ f611dws the procedure as described in Section 173(a)(5) of the CAA. 
Tf ej f issues are desc11:&a i~ the MEP A c?mpl~ance docum_ent (gen~ra!ly an Environmental 
Assessment (EA)) ~ eated with each permit action and reqmres pubhc mput. MDEQ does not 
know ~ f any proj,y~'!_s,"'-'here the analysis resulted in changes to the proposed projects. 
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from different nonattainment area(s) are not allowed to be used as NSR offsets, unless there are 
impacts from one source on multiple nonattainment areas or unless otherwise allowed under the 
CAA. MDEQ would look at the amount by which actual emissions are being reduced to be able 
to quantify the amount of reductions available and determine the baseline. Copies of permits are 
required as part of the permit application to determine if the reductions from other sources being 
proposed as NSR offsets are federally enforceable. Records for determining actua~,missions are 
available for review at MDEQ. ,L.., 

LAER Determinations 

_ MD1;Q does not re~treflmit appficahts_tot,1'e' a top-down approa~h to dete~ine the 
most stringe.r;1t control optiori. aya1,lable fo~ AE&;_: T,lie top down approach 1s not reqmred by the 
rules; ho-W-ever) bis appfuach would be highly.reto"'mmended by MDEQ to determine LAER. 
MDEQ }e~es ,i"permit ~ Rlicant fu.identify all available control options. The applicant must 
also identify control .options ~ -being) a) achieved in practice, (b) contained within the SIP of 
any other state) r local ;eviewin} authority { as described in the LAER definition contained at 
ARM 1 7 .8 .901(10)}., 1and ( ~ )•techndlogically feasible. Cost effectiveness is not considered 
because;i't.i<uot a co~ Qonent of.the LAER analysis. MDEQ uses other information sources in 
~dditi6rlto the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse, including information from states, EPA, or 
FLMs'1to identify controi o~tid"ns. MDEQ also uses vendor or any other available information. 
TJ!.e usefulness of the iifdrmation would depend on the specific project being discussed. If 
MDEQ did not agree,.t ith the content of the applicant's analysis, MDEQ may conduct its own 
f~ctep~ndent LAER.!,rialysis. MDEQ submits its LAER determinations to EPA's 
RACT/BA.fil1LA:ER Clearinghouse. MDEQ considers technology transfer in its LAER . .., 

eterrninations '. 
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MDEQ provides letailed documentation or explanations of proposed LAER 
determinations in the~or public record. MDEQ considers combinations of controls when 
identifying and ranking LAER options, as appropriate. MDEQ performs a LAER assessment for 
all new/modified emission units or activities emitting a nonattainment pollutant subject to major 

· NSR review no matter how small the emissions from an affected unit or activity. The LAER 
· analysis would require that LAER be determined at the time of permit issuance (e.~jfLAER 
would change during the permit writing process, then the analysis woul4Ileed to1 i ~edone so 
that LAER would be up to date at the time of permit issuance). MDEQ'fs\ errnits contain 
conditions requiring specific emission limits, control metho_d c_onditiQps Ptrf?rk practice 
standards consistent with the basis and capabilities ofthz:feled ed LAEi .?pti_o~ ompliance 
averaging times for LAER emission limits are establishe.;a·r.a epending«fu7t1\e~ q1la. _$iinm.. •en. t area' 
and ~h~ anal~sis_ conduc!ed as pa~ o~ a permit applic~tir,~\_ MD~q;~?ermits ~~ta}_n~ n1f 6ns 
requmng em1ss10ns testmg, momtonng, record keepmg; atid,repoftmg so that mSRectors_and 
enforcement personnel can easily determine complianc~v.j.tJi JS~R requirements~ 

'/,~;-.·~- ·,~~-~ 

-~EQ ensures p~rmit conditions impose re~tJ~~tAfn~~ti~t~\with t~e ~AER 
determm~t10n. The ~ubhc would have ~n opp~rtumty~ comme1' ~~!\.~ ~~ hcatlon as _well as 
any ~erm1t that was 1s~ued for a source, mclud5lg11fe L~f _deterrru,p.g.!!~Ji. ~EQ reviews all 
pubhc comments and mcorporates those chap.g~s ... ~~g,b~lif!ves are~ ppropnate. 

; ,;;;s~1;ik 
."¥~-·· 

, 

Each"'n~n~tt~{nm,ent NS~ pennif"action addresses the alternatives analysis as required by 
section 173('2..(5~ of 1!1~ OM. This)i:tf9rhlation is required in the application as well. The 
altematives,analysis is a sp~ iiic re~ uirement of Montana's nonattainment NSR rules. MDEQ 
would de{elop crite~ (not ~ cile), to address the depth of analysis required for a specific project 
when~ { need arises. P{c::ijec_;t~specific EJ issues raised as part of this analysis are included in the 
penftit action. MDEQ p11dws the procedure as described in Section 173(a)(5) of the CAA. 
Tliesi issues are desc1}15e& in the MEP A compliance document (generally an Environmental 
Asse~sment (EA)) 5 eat~d with each permit action and requires public input. MDEQ does not 
kn~w.o~~j,~E'~~ here the analysis resulted in changes to the proposed projects. 
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from different nonattainrnent area(s) are not allowed to be used as NSR offsets, unless there are 
impacts from one source on multiple nonattainment areas or unless otherwise allowed under the 
CAA. MDEQ would look at the amount by which actual emissions are being reduced to be able 
to quantify the amount of reductions available and determine the baseline. Copies of permits are 
required as part of the permit application to determine if the reductions from other sources being 
proposed as NSR offsets are federally enforceable. Records for determining actua4emissions are .,,,~ 
available for review at MDEQ. 

LAER Determinations 

. 1:fD~~ does not r~qu~e(pj hnit apvficants_to;.,-e"" a top-down approa~h to dete~ine the 
most stnngent..,control opti6n available fon\:LA:ERt~e top down approach 1s not reqmred by the 

1 
,; ' '\ ' ':,I . h ~ . ; ., 

ru es; however, this approac would be h1gh]y.recommended by MDEQ to determine LAER. 
MDEQ i'e~ires a ) epnit aj)plicant to,identify all available control options. The applicant must 
also identify c~ tr9f 1Pt!.?~s ~ 1being:· (a~ ; chieved i~ pra~tice, (b) contained .':ithin the_ SIP of 
any other state or local rev1ewm} authonty {as descnbed m the LAER defimtion contained at 
ARM 17_.~~(lO)}~ nd '(c)·t~ hn6logi.cally feasi?le. Cost effectivenes~ is not c?nsidered . 
becau~ '&is not a comQonent of-the LAER analysis. MDEQ uses other mformatlon sources m 
~dd1ion'to the RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse, including information from states, EPA, or 
FLMs'to identify controJ options. MDEQ also uses vendor or any other available information. 
TJ!.e 1;1sefulness of the irifdrmation would depend on the specific project being discussed. If 
:K:1:DEf2 did not agr~'ith the content of the.applicant's analysis, MDEQ may conduct its own 
indepen~ent LAERarialysis. MDEQ submits its LAER determinations to EPA' s '.. -- ~ - ~ RACT!Bi\CT1LAER Clearinghouse. MDEQ considers technology transfer in its LAER '\< ., ~ 

determinations '. 
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purposes. The State later requested that we hold off on acting on the submittal because of the 
ongoing efforts by states and EPA regarding redesignations. Until EPA approves new baseline 
area requests under 107(d) of the Act, the PSD baseline areas that EPA recognizes are those that 
are currently codified as attainment or unclassifiable in 40 CFR 81.327. 

1. 

2. 

Th~{ ontttfainment NSR requirements have contributed to reducing 
eihissions or avoiding emissions increases in nonattainment areas . 

to 

. ,., ¥J}:e.;Q-<!9es not have an emissions "bank" for offsets. Should there be appropriate 
reductions,, MDEQ accounts for these in its attainment demonstration in the permitting analysis. 
MDEQm akes sure there is no double counting for attainment or offsets. Emission reductions 
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MDEQ uses the date that the 1 ug/m3 baseline area is defined assign baseline dates. 
MDEQ has maps for NOx, S02, and PM10 identifying these minor urce baseline dates for each 
area. MDEQ has an understanding of receptor location depende ce versus source location 
dependence for increment tracking. At this point, the progra 1s informal because very few, if 
any, new sources have moved into the areas of concern. 

v~7 ":"{7 i . 
MDEQ maintai sand updates a computerized emission source databasejq1;'fncrement 

trackin that includes inor sources that affect the increment. The databise irtcllides the . . . . ' " ,.~ •• ,,:v.· . ' . 
information needed for modeling (e.g., source locations, staclc parameters, eID1ss10ns) . Actual 
emissions would be used for existing sources consuming;nqement while:allowable would _be 
used fo_r ~hose sour~es_not yet permitted or_ in ope~atio~pjliere _co~~ IJ1ti~i'~y :?t3r~t w~:'fe5r 
determining the em1ss1ons for each averaging penod, either em1~9nf actor-tyP,~j:~format10p~ 
actual source test data, emissions data from Continuous Erilis~iori?Monitoring Systems{GEMS), 
etc. Area sources are included in increment tracking an\.lys£s?(t g. , growth-related ~aiicf 
transportation-related emissions). Increment consumpti~ i;;~~aluated, primarily when a new 

L 
appl~cation is s~bm_itted beca~se_ there is very little grqt'ifl~ir,i!ii.n\~ a person from the 
pubhc were reviewing the em1ss10n database and had some pre~ 9usJ:nowledge, they could 

~ clearl~ identify the source~ included in an emissio~ e~nventclxwe.d/~r PSD m_odeling . 
· ,analysis (e.g., name, location, stack paramr.d !\;:'ii' excllJ..<!¢ ma modelmg analysis. 

MDEQ would work with other Jia!es or juria jo obtain the necessary data to 
handle interstate increment tracking .. (if rlstate r'· /i/wing a~ .. t~henti~s) or interjurisdiction tracking 
(for local reviewing authorities), in~f4ing cons_j{tency oy,V!cking across jurisdiction boundaries. 
MDEQ does not have a set procddu% to pl~ i nd in:_.9rporate new modeling tools. MDEQ 

would _r~view the new mod~~{tp'ols to d_~ erm~~ "'a~~ropriaten~ss and consult wit_h ?ther . 
authont1e)l~ ~ c~ssary:./hi~reml nt trackipg ~3:11!tP.g 1s n~t provided to NSR pe~1tting staff. ~ 
Howeverpi:;.:~e ~ s~~ ~ ardmglhiS issue th!S ~ that Montana will attend.----

Increrite: : T;·~, g P~:f} A Findings./ , 

EP_J..¥s~indicated in 4e past.tfu.t the Stat;Yhas been administering its PSD increment ~ 
pro~a1}1j#fferent t~~ ' ':hali;\ llowed by ~he sfate~d Federal PSD rules and 40 CF~ 81.327. ~ i ~'Z> 
Spec1fically, we beheve\t~~t the only baseline areas m Montana are those that are codified as ~-z(; 
attp~ent or unclassiff plb in 40 CFR 81.327. To create areas different than those identified in~ 
40 CfR 81.327 the Stat~ would need to submit a request under section 107(d) of the Act with / ,.z~~ 

{PP. r·.d?.ri.at .. e. docum.·. ·e·· .ntltion. EPA sent*1Js~ral letters to MDEQ discussing !~issue (Appendix~~ 
C). \._ j{Y ~ ,· . ,:!.I Jn~ f,b ~u,fi ~~/V_/ 
.. ~~~·' ~1 Jtv7'~'-5-Js/Jr,J;_,µ,/Rff_' ~se:s~o/ 
~J·~ m:ie 25! 200~, the State ma req , t nder secti?n 107(d) to redes1gnate the "rest ~ ~ ~ 

of stafe" area ident1ficat10ns for S02, ~d . The submittal requested that the. 40 CFR Part 4, ,._,4/. ' 
81 be amended by dividing the State into 4,000 separate baseline areas for air quality planning :>S,. 7 

"?~....-.::.r/ I' 
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purposes. The State later requested that we hold off on acting on the submittal because of the 
ongoing efforts by states and EPA regarding redesignations. Until EPA approves new baseline 
area requests under 107(d) of the Act, the PSD baseline areas that EPA recognizes are those that 
are currently codified as attainment or unclassifiable in 40 CFR 81.327. 

1. 

2. 

to 

lt-~;!.;~ ~ ~ J~ ~-; 

,:~;.. ·MI)eQ.does not have an emissions "bank" for offsets. Should there be appropriate 
"'.it·• 1 'i! re' ·-·(_h •- ,;Jr 

rM..l:ctio~ MDEQ acco~nts for these in its_ attainment_ demonstration in the ~e~itting ~alysis. 
MDEQ makes sure there 1s no double countmg for attainment or offsets. Em1ss10n reductions 
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MDEQ uses the date that the 1 ug/m3 baseline area is defined assign baseline dates . 
MDEQ has maps for NOx, S02, and PM10 identifying these minor urce baseline dates for each 
area. MDEQ has an understanding of receptor location depende ce versus source location 
dependence for increment tracking. At this point, the progra 1s informal because very few, if 
any, new sources have moved into the areas of concern. 

y,,h ~flt!. 
MDEQ maintai sand updates a computerized emission source d~tabas%6:?increment 

trackin that includes inor sources that affect the increment. The datab~e inclfuies the 
information needed for modeling (e.g., source locations, stacR paramefe~i : irii.i~sions). Actual 
emissions would be used for existing sources consurningihcrerhent whi_le;alio~able would be 
used fo_r ~hose sour~es_not yet permitted or_ in ope:ation.l~ere _co~~~~fuiy;~?1..f[e!~ t w~ll:or 
determmmg the em1ss10ns_fo: each averagmg per:iod, elth~ _e~1,tin1~cto:~ e 1,nfo;!.31.~ttq,ft, 
actual source test data, em1ss10ns data from Contmuous Emir,!ss,10n7Momtonng Systems'{GEMS), 
etc. Area sources are included in increment tracking an\ lyses:~{t.g. , growth-relatea ~tta 
transportation-related emissions). Increment consumpti~i;'.'b ~.a\uatf d, primarily when a new 

L
application is submitted because there is very little grq~h'i~9.nt~a~ a person from the 
public were reviewing the emission database and had ~ me previousJmowledge, they could 

C\ clearly identify the sources included in an emissio~~e inventdf-Y. useci)~r PSD modeling 
· ,analysis ( e.g., name, location, stack parametersi) nd the JOili"ces exc~ <t.ed in a modeling analysis. r_ 2~:rt~~ 

!"fDEQ w?uld work with _other ,1at~s or j~p~ictio~s"\ 6'.o~in t~e n~ce~s~ ?ata to . 
handle mterstate mcrement trackmg (i0rfstate r;l1ewmg auth0F1t1es) or mte1Junsd1ctlon tracking 
(for local reviewing authorities), irr.~~ding corrsi ftency 0£.~ cking across jurisdiction boundaries. 1·· .-.; J !( J( 
MDEQ does not have a set prooe1ure to planiand in<Jrgorate new modeling tools. MDEQ 

would •r~view the new mod)1ir{to'ols to ~(t~~~~La1~prt priaten~ss and consult wi~h ?ther 
authont1e;.,&is -necessary:/liicrement trackmg traimµg 1s not provided to NSR perm1ttmg staff. ~ 
However;'-.t~.-f. r,<i'will be a:~wvorkshop ,.regarding~this""'issue this fall that Montana will attend:---

,~~, •. _,,., . "'- ~ 
~:/•·: 6'J: ~ ~ .~ ' - • ··~ ·~ -u 

Incremei.it.Tra~~ng P~#f PA FindingV • 

EP A-tlfas,-indicat~ ~he p~t.that the Stz::t as been administering its PSD increment ~ J J .1 

.r .... "°' .. /Vt:Jz.d-,,f-i. progra1;1~erent than,wha is allowed by the Sate and Federal PSD rules and 40 CFR 8}.327. ~ / 1 Z> 

Spe91cally, we belie~e} h~~ t~e,only baseline areas in Montana ar~ those that are co~ified_as . ::..;:;~~ 
attainment or unclass1f~ble,m 40 CFR 81.327. To create areas different than those identified m/'~~ 
40 CFR 81.327 the Stati /would need to submit a request under section 107(d) of the Act with P t~ _ 

a1,p. r<l.pn.ate. docum.·enciti'on. EPA sent;w~eral I tters to MDEQ discu.ssing th!_s issue (Appendix~,,i.Z 
C). \. .I/ £ ,· . 1.f 1,,Lf-h ~A 4~,,_,_/ 

,,,, •f~ ~1 )fl- 67j;_'-5~J!5/>t,J;,,~i#fl , LtvhS,t;s~¥ 
C>nJune 25, 2002, the State ma req . t nder section 107(d) to redesignate the "rest ~-~ M 

of stale"-.;";. identifications for S02, ~d . The submittal requested that the. 40 CFR Part.,.,_, "-'4 ' ? 

81 be amended by dividing the State into 4,000 separate baseline areas for air quality planning ~ 7 
., ?".?<"--"C.r/ /' 
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considered, however, this issue has not been raised in recent history. MDEQ requires predicted 
short-term impacts (e.g, one hour NOx impacts) be used to assess impacts on vegetation for 
pollutants which do not have short term ambient standards. MDEQ requires assessments for 
vistas (e.g., parks, airports) near the proposed source or modification, as appropriate. 

Preconstruction Monitoring 

MDEQ has formal preconstruction monitoring requirements. The rules describe when 
preconstruction monitoring is required. MDEQ has a formalI,B~blic Ra.r.t!G.i,PAtion process 
regarding requirements ~or p~econstruction monito?~g fo/1Pe-cific p~~~'~:~J~l~t~. This is . 
part of th~ normal permi~ re:ie~ process and permit lSS~~ce. The _:1~J1ca~-.!~i~q~r_ed. to n~t1ce 
the submittal of the apphcatJon m the newspaper. In add~t10n, fyip~Q compl'etes a.pubh~bce 
)Vi th.the. draft pe_rmit or EIS. MDEQ consults with the ~~~-~r5(arding preconstlucti9~~--
momtonng reqmrements for a proposed source or modifi~atlqru.).JviDEQ does notllave a formal 
process during preconstruction monitoring for resolving ~ Iifli~td~etween the FLM and the 

_,.;,~,,.it<,r~ .... A 
applicant. Any process used would be more informal4 !{owev~ ;)f:a:p~~ it decision is 
challenged to the Board of Environmental Review (BER), the hearihg:r.ro.c~ss would be formal. -~ ,··r,. · 1 .. i . .:::~ 

. 
~,r \, ··}.i.,.: /.5l~ 
''j-! "•' ,1~ 

MDEQ, in the last five years, has req.uifed'."a.ii applicai;it applyingifor a PSD permit to 
conduct preconstruction ambient monitoring.'&metd6roio'g{cit·'J.:noni'~ ~ng. MDEQ has a formal 

f',' f .f '\ ' •\ ·"i" ,,Fr,,, #r 

· app~oval/deni~l proce~s at the ~on~lusicw.,o~ pr.ec~8.?truct~t~·9$,t~ring. MDEQ does not 
routmely provide ambient momtonng ~ata m h~ 1ef reqmIJiJg-apphcants to perform 
preconstru~tion m?nitori~g. The1~Jnstan,1ef where M~EQ h~s used ~xis~ing mo~itoring data 
and determined this data is approp:i;:iate to satisfy the prec'onstruct10n momtonng reqmrements. 
MDEQ follows EPA guidance fl siting,/eqJ ipJ1).enC data validation, audits) regarding 
collection.·O.YJ~ CO .. nstructi.·6nin.onitoring data.i fo~ 2bnstruction ambient monitoring would b-;-i 
required;~ a· conq!tio~ q .._ fSJ? p ~it, vJh~n/MDEQ determines it is nec~ssary to d~termine t~ 
effect the..,so:urce'~ eQ:liss1 n~n e'a;f quality of an area. MDEQ uses an mtemal gmdance 
document (Ap~~ndixB).,,.t e · ~.et~qnine.._the appropriateness of post-construction monitoring. 

EQ and EP A'disagr.ee on when the baseline dates have been triggered and the 
J definition of the baselin!"~\ a[ MDEQ does not assume that the baseline area is the whole state 

l 

t::O(> ~/\ ( + 
/VI"- ff 

s tA.SI? 

. t~) af<i that the baseline dil'has been triggered for all of the pollutants statewide. Rather, 
C _.,JYfl MDEQ uses the da~ fuft the 1 ug/m3 baseline area is defined to assign baseline dates and only ~ .., 
~ ..../t f'><ks)n,.crernent in 9tbse areas. EPA has sent MDEQ letters in the past regarding the baseline ( ~ Iii 

J~ t ciates ,and~areas(Appendix C ). Sine~. e ha~n't been much m ontana this hasn't been ;/ s ~ 
\ •• 7 I O ~IN , #(_,,/1'76, 

. ..$1~( 
1 

a~ ue, :1?tit.it could become proble ontana · growli ,/// ~ 
lr , W f )~~ ~ - /~:. 
iJ{f ~;,,o ii , ,/ (!!) ~fy J/., I 
.:i1{'1/i 9/( ~ A ~µ,J) 25 f!,'o4~ 

/)/'} 4- ,Is 1~:-1rc)./, 



~::;,;~? 
analysis for each pollutant subject t SD review for which an increment exists. Applicants are 
required to identify and provide a mulative impact analysis (maximum impact within Class I /flt sh.I 
areas) for all Class I areas impac ed by the source, specifically for increment. For AQRVs, ~ /i ur 
MEP A requires a .s;umulative alysis be completed and the extent of analysis depends on the " "t.,,..,.,/,tt-- !li6 
size of the source, distance, etc. EPA encourages th :@!ize~btain- roval 17/;,~I. 

for significance levels for Class I analysis, nee the current appr.eaclfmay not b~ ·a. c eptable. -c::1.A ,. N a,(O.nl' 
A <,. • ,. 

The rules require MDEQ to send all application materials to t e• ,;' J ~,..or review and_ -Ii 5 a 5 ;:a--1 _ 
comment. MDEQ ' s permitting procedures do not require the"applicarft:s to'rio'fify the FLM. \ p/.--,;J;,,,(' ·~,1,~•-
However, during pre-ap?lication n:ieetings, MDEQ stro_nJ?,lfJ,suggests t~<\(PB~ic~tt invo~ve th~f' pf-~F"'t 
FLMs. Generally there 1s a very high l_evel ?f commuruf ~l10n, c~ns~ltatio, ~~

1
:<1.~,~c£1:s1?~ ... 

between MDEQ and F~Ms, and th~re 1s a high level off pmmun1 .~ 1'0 betwe~ .V,;i; ~~PR~\C;r1~ \__ , ~ ,r~ .· 

~nd FL_Ms. MDEQ actively _seeks mput_ from FLMs dupn~ !h.··. ~,pemuttmg process'i',Th;?apphcant >;.,,~5 ,.,,..,, 
1s reqmred to address potential adverse impacts on AQRVs.,1d_entified by the FLM,iunng the {,J. 

notification process. MDEQ does not require prior app.r0'~t ofCI~t Iare~~act a~ , ~v-..5 
procedures that the applicant plans to use.(Ihere are no/EP A'-'rt quireme.ntffthat 1v.IUEQ shoul 
re~uire the applicant to submit_ a prot_o~ol prior to p~i!rming Class_!.~ro~ ~~ng, however, using ~ ~ 1J.J, 
this methodology could result m additional work,-'S1iould'the modclmg1not,8e performed properly 
the ~rst time. MDEQ ?ighly re_commends ~µ.~pliSID1;ts 9bt~ n pri; -epf roval, b~t it is not 
reqmred. MDE~ reqmres apph~ants,_ as a~~ropnatiJ~ erf~~~ vis1b1hty analys1~ fo~ Class I 

. 
1 
I areas. The applicant, as appropnate, 1s JOiimred t~ dress'P.O(fillllal effects on scemc vistas n ,/' 

/~,JSsociated with Class I areas identif~e.d'\>Y the FUM during)the:riotification process. MDEQ does d)A ~~']I f('iV 

~' ~f'~ot hav~ a formal process for hanj,li'4'):1ass v.~J a increipjht violations if_predicted, but if this I ~:~j11 . fr 
r,;f f ,t,i h ISs.ue ans ontana would add.ress'1t. M])EQ has nqt'1ssued PSD permits where the FLM /j,· ,Ir, _ ,9 ~ 1 

;_t!,11
J.,,r)t<Jt dected J?~ring ~he Roun3,uy p1rmitting i1cti?n, ~ f Q s~id that it did not have t~e authority to ~ -

~?~ti' · : alu te ;,,!r ~µ~ahty Re_I;tfd V2:l~es (AQ~Y -1' cts o~ tnbal ~lass I areas .. EPA ~s con?erned pt' 1 5 
t1Jof~ ,.. · ou , s 1~su~ an,d beheve~" that·~E should·liave 1s authonty. EPA will be d1scussmg the 5.fl e . ..vt 5 

µi.r!l-O issue furth~r .with MpEQ. ... ·~ ~ ~ ? . · 1-v..,u / 

~ reLJte,.,./-l, ~ . ~,:~ ' "' . ·. -i;!\ it iU.:.e.-&4-,,, rv-1£-"J:~ .. ~,t~ uj !vLI vU /? /l / 
~ L · l ri7 ! Addh·t.!JP.~ .. o allm.·,.:.~,a.ct .. s.-SoilS, Vegetation, Visibmiy,";;l;a Growth ~z 
~~)"-,#.r""~ , A~ · - ,t · ';' v 

,f rv,.e,, "" ~· 11J)E~p~li~~tion/ orms do not specifically require information regarding. 
:t. additidnal impacts. How~~er, information regarding soils, vegetation, visibility, and growth may 

be/ ·ollected as part ofth\ MEPA process. MDEQ requires applicants submit the necessary 
1 aly.sis ~ven th?ugh it~ ay n~t be sp_ecifically i~entjfie~ on the ap?licatio~: MD~Q uses any p A·"; 
}.nformat10n availabJf6r submitted with the application m researchmg additional 1mpa~ _ r(}~ 
tM:QE also relie_s..,nefvil on the a ropriate FLM when reviewing any impact analysi~ 
issues are"1mtmclucled in the analysis. dditional impac ana ys1s in the last five ye as been ~ 0 

_ : _ 'j.,. " · . 1_ssuance o a D permij] Rec~ntly an ~LM made a~ adverse impact _, · 
1 

. 

analysfs on a draft permit issued b_y MDEQ; however, t~1s analysis was _later w1thdra':n by the f; ,$ ~ 'J°' 
LM]Arguments that the protect10n of the NAAQS will assure protect10n ofvegetat10n may be £"J?<}~ 
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considered, however, this issue has not been raised in recent history. MDEQ requires predicted 
short-term impacts (e.g, one hour NOx impacts) be used to assess impacts on vegetation for 
pollutants which do not have short term ambient standards. MDEQ requires assessments for 
vistas (e.g., parks, airports) near the proposed source or modification, as appropriate. 

Preconstruction Monitoring 

MDEQ has formal preconstruction monitoring requirements . Tfie'''rules describe when 
preconstruction monitoring is required. MDEQ has a formal,.~~ blic Ra.r.ticjp_e.tion process 
regarding requirements ~or p~econstruction monito~~g f~ pecific pr~~~fJ?.~~t~. This is ,. 
part of th~ normal permi~ re:ie~ process and permit iss~~f e. The fijhca~i ~1..{fl~ed_ to).:Qp ce 
the submittal of the application m the newspaper. In ad.~!~ on, ~~Q completes:11 public~~tice 
y.,ith the draft permit or EIS ... MDEQ consults with the ~i~'*~&°ding preconstru~ti,9_n~ -
monitoring requirements for a proposed source or modificfltipn~ DEQ does not 613.ve a formal 
process during preconstruction monitoring for resolving ~ rilliGtsB etween the FLM and the 
applicant. Any process used w?uld be more in~orma1:.dfw) ~~\ff!)~~ it decision is 
challenged to the Board ofEnvuonmental Review (BER), the heanp.g£hics ss would be formal. 

•

~ .. -~.~' . · .. ·. ·. .. . ".:;(,: , · .. ;·.·.!.l_ 'i.:_';·'111.;:ii· ; ~~~"' ~·t-{··~~~ 
MDEQ, in the last five years, has re} u(recLan:iq>plicant applyin\ -,for a PSD permit to 

conduct preconstruction ambient monitorin#&rnet] oi'Jlbg{qii~~ ~ng. MDEQ has a formal 
app~oval/deni~l proce~s at the ~on~lusi<}lly ~pr_eco~thi6ti:~~J°;~~~ng. MDEQ does not 
routmely provide ambient momtonng ~ tam li2.1£0f reqm!JWg-:applicants to perform 
preconstruction monitoring. There1{e instan9,e} where MDEQ has used existing monitoring data 
and determined this data is appropri~ to sat'isfy the pret'ohstruction monitoring requirements. 
MDEQ follo~s EPA guidance~~:{, siting/1~r$ PJP..en( data validation, audits) regarding 
collection o .. Jpxeco. nstructiofi ~ b4ito·. ring data~~~~~s:t'bnstruction ambient monitoring would b-;-i 
require~~-~ c~ dJ tio~ ~ - ~Sf P. r1:it, wb ~n.MDEQ determines it is nec~ssary to d~termine t~ 
effect the .. source);_ emissi n~n e· arr quality of an area. MDEQ uses an mtemal guidance ,, ' ~ .. ' -~ 
document (A',)~endixB) _t e ~ et~11iiine,,..the appropriateness of post-construction monitoring. 

MDEQ and EPA disa~ee on when the baseline dates have been triggered and the 
IA de~ tion of the baselin! ) ~ a[ MDEQ does not assume that the baseline area is the whole state 
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t:O~~,,, r+ 
/VI 0.. fcf 

st-<.SP 

t\1.) and .that the baseline dale"has been triggered for all of the pollutants statewide. Rather, 
t .,~

11 
irr>~Q uses the da~ thch the 1 ug/m3 baseline area is defined to assign baseline dates and only j r--<" f ~ks~ crement in th( se areas. EPA has sent MDEQ letters in the past regarding the baseline 7 fs ;i,_ 

' ,J ,s L ~ates an4'a~e4ppendix C ). Sinc~~tn't been much · m ontana this hasn 't been ~ -
~ ,5 4' ~~ittould become prob!e~~)"ontana · grow'1 /~l,f/ 
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~~;? 
analysis for each pollutant subject t SD review for which an increment exists. Applicants are 
required to identify and provide a mulative impact analysis (maximum impact within Class I /rll 5ki,_1 
areas) for all Class I areas impac ed by the source, specifically for increment. For AQRVs, ~ /;117 
MEP A requires a 9umulative a alysis be completed and the extent of analysis depends on the " irJ.~ /,'> 
size of the source, distance, etc. EPA encourages th ~ize~.bta.in roval i:x,5~/, 
for significance levels for Class I analysis, mce the current approactimay not be acceptable. _l!:,1A · 
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BACT Review/EPA Fin dines ~-==----

Language in the~PSD permit "equivalent technology" needs to be specified as a 
specific l 1t~.niativ': or removed in order to allow the public the ability to know 
what is bki.,ng.,p~rmitted and to be able to provide comment on the permitted 
project.Jrhe permit needs to be clear and specific about what technologies are to 
be em_2loyed rather than leaving the permit with language that gives broad 
discretion to select an equivalent technology which has not gone through public 

_:-comment nrre";""' t~:', fr foflb 
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BACT Review/EPA Findincs ~~ 

explain in detail: 

-
Language in fu.-~"PSD permit "equivalent technology" needs to be specified as a 
specific l iiemativ' or removed in order to allow the public the ability to know 
what is bEYi},{ermitted and to be able to provide comment on the permitted 
project. AJhe permit needs to be clear and specific about what technologies are to 
be em_E!oyed rather than leaving the permit with language that gives broad 
discretion to select an equivalent technology which has not gone through public 

·~~ .. :• c omment or review. ,A\ ~ 1),.,/l) 6 
;~ ·1· srr~ 
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benefit, the baseline that is used is the "actual emissions" as required by MDEQ's rules. 
MDEQ's guidelines or calculation methodology used to quantify fugitive emissions is varied 
because there are a wide variety of fugitive emission types. In general, MDEQ prefers to use 
EPA emission factors (i.e., AP-42) whenever appropriate. In addition, MDEQ may use other 
resources, such as professional judgment based on similar sources. MDEQ's permits contain 
conditions for specific emission limits or control methods/work practice standards for fugitive 
emissions consistent with requirements for BACT. "~ ''\ 
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Modeling !""\" 

~~ n~~~ -u.:,u•n••; ·o,r--.. -- '~-· , . • .,. . ~ ... - .. _ ..... i--· ... e building dimensions into the model 
r ~o o . .._ the_effec.t of do~e stackj.s--less than-q~tflDEQ properly accounts for 

'~ical£ompany...case_wqfa~.Gey~,8$ n~t~-afuk~The most recent years 
MDEQ may request readily 
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According to Montana' s rule, visibility impacts are assessed when a major source or 
major modification of a major source occurs. Visibility issues in Class I areas have not been 
considered in the past, when reviewing synthetic minor applications. However, in the future; 
visibility considerations for minor sources could be factored into the permitting process (e.g. 
BACT analysis/determination). State BACT on minor source and visibility and othd 
environmental impacts might be consideration to establish the BACT limit. J I 

J:lollution Control Projects (PCP) Exclusion 

?~ 
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Fugitive Emission~f{ f v ' 
MD~ egula(;}d::lition of ·~~~~:'. '.missions for major NSR applicability ;/"'#". ..,.4 , 

purpose~~ho~e~ mJ.ssio~s~ hic~i ould not reasonably p_as~ tru:ough a stack, chi~ey, vent, or1-tu~~ J~ 
other funct10nally equrnalent operung/ )~ DEQ makes a d1stmction between "fugitive" t?,--.jJl'C"!Jk..-{,1-. 

emissions a~)"n~o~.!1"?11~(' eml s~ 61;s~'.'Uncontrolled emiss~ons are those emission_s that do not 
pass throu_gg a-contr-0l'dev1ce,or are not affected by a controllmg agent or work practice. 
Uncontr6'i1?c"i emissio) s'· could b~>considered either "fugitive" or "point" sources of emissions 

~ / ,, I' 

depenoing on the type of source: 
. ~ ~ •:. ''·-~ J 

purposes. 
believes there are actual emission reductions and it can be demonstrate 
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